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The Peace Conference. 

THE NEGOTIATIONS at the Peace Conference go on without, 
so far, any final result. The German Delegation have handed’ 
in their general observations on the proposed treaty, which 
have been published in full, and also their counter proposals, 
from a very brief summary which ‘‘ must be 


which—apart 
appear to be interned at 


accepted with a certain reserve ’’ 
and the terms to Austria have been in part, handed 


Versailles: 
The German obser- 


to the Austrian Delegates and published 
vations make, as was to be expected, the comment that the 
Allies’ proposals are not ip accordance with the “‘ fourteen 
points,’’ and that Germany is not admitted at once into the 
League of Nations. As to the latter it is generally recognized 
that, for the League to be effective, it must include all the pre- 
sent belligerent countries, and the only question is whether this 
shall be at once or in the near future.. As to the former, the 
‘‘ fourteen points ’’ are necessarily recognized as the basis of 
negotiation. The question is as to putting them in concrete 
form consistently with the many problems to which the war 
has given rise. The guiding object of all responsible states- 
men should be to secure such a settlement as will not bear in 
itself the seeds of future trouble. To this principle al! other 


considerations are subordinate. 


The Simplification of Chancery Procedure. 

WE print elsewhere some important suggestions for reform 
of procedure in the Chancery Division, particularly in regard 
tio the work outside the actual hearing of causes by the judges, 
whether in court or in chambers. Every practitioner who is 
conversant with the matter knows that there is excellent work 
done in the chambers of the Chancery Division. A long 
appointment before a Master for the discussion of complicated 
matters of administration, or of difficult points of law such as 
often enough fall to be determined in this jurisdiction, offers 
a sufficient variation on the public work in the courts to be 
attractive and interesting, and the more routine work, too, is 
generally accomplished smoothly and pleasantly. Occasionally 
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there is delay, and just about the commencement of the war 
there were submitted to us for comment the papers in a modern 
Jarndyce v. Jarndyce which was a striking example of the way 
in which proceedings could be spun out Sut the time was not 
appropriate for criticism, and in fact, 
the delays in that case were due partly to the death of a Master 
incidental hearings in court being 
before different judges Sut suggestions such as those which 
our contributor makes for amalgamating the different pro- 
ceedings in one department would tend to simplify and quicken 
proceedings generally, quite apart from accidental causes of 
delay incident to particular matters. It should be remem- 
bered, however, that proposals of this nature are not altogether 
The Sixth Report of the Roval Commission on the Civil 
with the Legal Departments, was issued at the 
end of 1915, and we gave a full account of its recommendations 
(60 Sottcrtors’ Journat, pp. 334 et seq.). The Commissioners 
reported in favour of the union of the offices of the Master and 
the Registrars We are clearly of opinion that the Chan 
cery Chambers and the Chancery Registry should be united in 
a single office which would do all the business of the Chancery 
causes, with the exception of taxation and such business as is 
done in the central office This our contributor recognizes, 
but it will be seen that his suggestions would carry the work of 


if we remember rightly, 


and partly to the variou 


new. 
Service, dealing 


amalgamation a good deal further 

The Liquor Control Board and Compensation. 
House of Lords (Time 21st ult.) have affirmed the 
of the Courts below—Youncer, J. (61 Soxntcitors’ 
709), and the Court of Appeal (62 Soticrrors’ 
JOURNAL, 2 Ch. 101)—in Central Control Board 
(Liquor Traffic) v. Cannon Brewery Co. (Limited), that, wpon 
the Board taking licensed premises under their Defence of the 
Realm powers, compensation payable under the Lands 
Clauses Act The Board, of course, have not repudiated their 
obligation to pay compensation mn some form, but they have 
gratia under an award of the 


THE 
decision 4 
JOURNAL, 


566; 1918, 


claimed that it is payable only ¢ 
Defence of the Realm Losses Inquiry Commission (Licensed 
Trade Claims). The company, on the other hand, have con 
tended successfully for a legal basis for compensation Their 
case rested on the definition of ‘‘ undertaking ’’ in the Lands 
Act. 1845. as meaning an “‘ undertaking of whatever 
which shall by the special Act be authorized to be 
The Courts have seen no reason for not applying 


Clauses 
nature 
executed 
this to the powers for the sale and supply of intoxicating 
liquor which are vested in the Central Control Board. @Jhe 
exercise of these powers forms an undertaking, and since the 
undertaking involves the purchase or taking of lands, the 
Lands Clauses Act is incorporated This incorporation carries 
the right to compensation under the provisions of that Act. 
The ‘‘ special Act ’’ is constituted by the Defence of the Realm 
(Amendment) (No. 2) Act, 1915, which authorized the intro- 
duction by Order in Council of State Control of the liquor 
traffic, and the Orders made under it By an Order in Coun- 
cil of 11th June, 1915, the Central Control Board was estab- 
lished and powers for the acquisition of licensed premises 
This represents a cormected scheme of a public 


vested in it 
undertakings on the Lands 


nature, based like other public 
Clauses Act, and hence that Act applies to it, though it is quite 
possible that the framers of this Emergency Legislation never 
contemplated such a result. But it seems obvious that, if 
compensation is payable at all, it should be assessed by legal 
process and not left to the administrative mercy of officials. 


The Ministry of Health Act. 

Tue Government have succeeded in passing one of their 
chief Reconstruction Bills, and the Ministry of Health Act has 
received the Royal Assent. There is usually quite a substantial 
the of an Act and its issue to the 
public, and any comment. have to make can be reserved 
until we have the final form of the measure. But the general! 
effect is to create a Ministry of Health for the purpose of 
promoting the health of the people throughout England and 


interval between passing 


we 





Wales,’’ and the new Ministry takes over the powers and 
duties of the Local Government Board and of the Insurance 
Commissioners, and certain of the duties of the Board of 
Education. Certain other Government powers can be trans- 
ferred to it later by Order in Council, and powers which are 
included: in the general transfer, but which are not appropriate 
for the new Ministry, can be retransferred to other Depart- 
ments. A revision of the Poor Laws is, it seems, necessary to 
complete the scheme. 


Eviction Under the Increase of Rent Acts. 

_ WE REFERRED recently (ante, p. 528) to some points involved 
in sub-section 3 of section 1 of the Increase of Rent, &c., Act, 
1915, and to the difficulty experienced by the courts in exer- 
cising their discretion in making ejectment orders under that 
sub-section—a difficulty which Judge Se.re at the Marylebone 
County Court referred to as an insoluble problem. «As already 
pointed out, the cases before the county courts have been multi- 
tudinous, and those before the High Court have been very few 
and very far from decisive. But in the recent case of Epsom 
Grand Stand Association v. Clarke (Time s, 28th ult.) we now 
have a decision of the Court of Appeal, which, though not 
solving the main difficulty, has done something to clear the 
ground. There the case of the plaintiffs was that they required 
the premises, which were licensed premises, on four grounds: 
(1) that they required the house for their manager; (2) that 
they required it for stables ; (3) that they required it for storing 
purposes ; and (4) that it was undesirable that licensed premises 
should exist at that spot ; and the court held, on the evidence, 
that the plaintiffs had failed to prove that the premises were 
‘reasonably required by the landlord.’’ The case was really 
decided on the facts, which were rather exceptional, and it is 
significant that the court stated that, if the plaintiffs had pre 
sented their case more fully and intelligibly, they might have 
succeeded, which to shew how much the decision 
depended on the evidence before the court. The case, there- 
fore, can hardly be considered as laying down any principle of 
general application, and does not touch the very vexed question 
of accommodation elsewhere. At the same time it does decide 
some questions of minor importance. It decides that the onus 
is on the landlord; it is for him to satisfy the court that the 
premises are reasonably required within the meaning of the 
Act; he must not only act Jona fide, but he must also act 
reasonably in requiring possession of the premises; and the 
circumstances must be stated from which the court can decide 
whether the premises are reasonably required or not. All this 
was admirably put by the Court of Appeal in emphasizing 
the point that the requirement must be reasonable, and they 
held that the materials on which they were asked to say that 
the premises were reasonably required were insufficient. The 
most important and most pressing question under the Act 13s 
whether a landlord can evict a tenant who can find no other 
accommodation. Can the landlord reasonably require the pre- 
mises under such circumstances? This still remains unanswered, 
but the decision of the Lord Chief Justice in Nathan v. 
Hart (Times, 5th inst.) emphasizes the point that alter- 
native accommodation for the tenant is the chief consideration, 
and that the onus of proving that there is such accommodation 
is on the landlord. And in Vernon Investment Association V. 
Welch (Times, 17th ult.), Greer, J., has held that there is no 
discretion in the court under the words ‘‘ some other ground” 
in section 1 (3) of the Act of 1915 to grant possession to 4 
landlord who is not within the statutory definition of “ lands 


seems 


lord.’ 
Double Rent and the Increase of Rent Acts. 

In Vernon Investment Welch (supra) the 
question was raised to which we adverted recently (ante, p 195), 
whether the Increase of Rent, &c., Acts apply to cases w here 
the tenancy is not a periodic tenancy determinable by notice 


y | ssociation We 


quit, but a tenancy for a definite term which determines by 


expiration ef time. We expressed the opinion that the Act 
cover the latter class of case, and Greer, J., is of the sam 
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opinion: There was nothing, he said, to distinguish the two 
classes for the purposes of the Act. There have also been two 
reported cases explaining the nature of the tenancy which arises 
where a tenant holds over under the protection of the Acts 
Flannagan v. Shaw (Weekly Notes, 1919, p. 139), and Crook v. 
Whitbread (Times, 24th ult.). These were cases in which ques- 
tions were raised, in the former, as to liability to pay double 
rent under the Distress for Rent Act, 1737, end in the latter, to 
pay double the annual value under the Landlord and Tenant 
Act, 1730. Double rent is recoverable where a tenant, who has 
given notice to quit, holds over after the expiration of the 
notice. Under section 1 (1) of the Act of 1915, where the rent 
has been increased, the increase is not to be recoverable. Does 
this refer only to an increase made by the landlord, or does it 
extend to a statutory increase such as double rent? The case 
of a tenant giving notice, and then refusing to go, is unusual, 
and is not quite a case which deserves the protection of the Act; 
but if the Act protects such a tenant from ejectment, it would 
be singula® if it left him liable for an increased rent—one of 
the two things the Act is meant to prevent. At any rate, the 
Divisional Court (Horripce and Barnnacue, JJ., the latter 
doubting) held that the Act prohibited increase of rent how- 
ever arising and hence forbade the recovery of double rent 
against a tenant holding over in spite of his own notice. 


Double Value and the Increase of Rent Acts. 

Ir 1s singular that the distinction between double rent under 
the Distress for Rent Act, 1737, and double value under the 
Landlord and Tenant Act, 1730, should have been preserved 
tothe present day. Double value is recoverable where a tenant 
“wilfully ’’ holds over after determination of his term, and 
after demand made and notice in writing given for delivery of 
possession ; but in a series of cases it has been established that 
the holding over must be contumacious in the sense that the 
tenant knows he has no right to keep’ possession ; the statute 
does not apply if he holds over under a Lona fide mistake, or 
under a fair claim of right: Wright v. Smith (5 Esp. 203); 
Soulshy v. Neving (9 East, 310); Swinfen v. Bacon (6 H. & 
N 846); Hirst v. Horn (6 M. & W. 393); Rawlinson v. 
It would be difficult to hold that 
there was anything contumacious in a tenant holding over 
under the protection of the Increase of Rent, &c., Acts, and 
the Divisional Court (Avory and Satter, JJ.), in Crook v. 
Whitbread (supra), decided that double value is not in such a 
case recoverable. It was also held that, notwithstanding the 
notice to quit, the tenant remained a tenant on the terms of 
his former tenancy; and so long as he continued to pay his 
rent, as he had been doing, quarterly, and performed the other 
obligations of the tenancy, the landlord could not, by giving 
him a notice to quit, turn him into a tenant on sufferance, and 
pursue the rights which a landlord would have against a tenant 
onsufferance. This is in accordance with what we have already 
said (ante, p. 495) us to the nature of the statutory tenancy 
arising under the Acts. It should be noticed, too, that in 
Epsom Grand Stand Association (Limited) v. Clarke (supra) 
it was pointed out, as was done in the letter of ‘‘ TaLon’’ in 
these columns (anfe, p. 515), that, on holding over there is in 
strictness no agreed rent, but Bankes, L.J., said: 

Where the tenancy has expired by effluxion of time, there is no 
agreed rent to be paid and no conditions to be performed after 
the expiration of the tenancy. | think, however, it must be 
assumed—and the statute can only be worked on that assumption 
that the rent which the tenant is to continue to pay will be at 
the same rate, and the conditioas which he must continue to pe! 
form will be the same, as the rate and conditions which applied 
before the tenancy had expired. 

This again is in accordance with our interpretation, and the 
inference seems to be that the statutes are not difficult to work 
by the application of common sense to the received principles 
of the law of landlord and tenant 


Gifts for Masses. 
Tue House of-Lords has reversed: (Bourne v. Keane, Times, 
4th inst.) the decision of the Court of Appeal in that case, sub 


of money to be expended in saying masses for the dead are valid. 
The Court of Appeal, in holding that such gifts for masses in 
the present case were invalid, did not attempt to deal with the 
question of law on itg merits, but simply stated that the law 
on the subject was too well settled to be disturbed by the Court, 
** having regard to the whole course of the decisions since the 
statute of 1 Ed 14 The modern doctrine really rests 
on the decision of Lord Corrennam (when Sir CuarLes Pepys) 
in West v. Shuttleworth (1835, 2 M. & K. 684), who thought 
he was bound by the long line of cases from 1547 to his own day 
to hold bequests for masses invalid as being gifts for super- 
stitious That now eighty-four and the 
arguments based on the construction of the Chantries Act of 
1547, and the remedial! legislation in favour of Roman Catholics 
culminating in the Roman Catholic Charities Act, 1832, which 
were insufficient for the Master of the Rolls in 1835, have now 
proved sufficient to induce the House of Lords to decide the 
question as though it The decision of the 
House of Lords was not, indeed, unanimous; it represented 
the opinions of the Lord Chancellor and Lords Buckmaster, 
ATKINSON and Parmoor, as against, the dissenting opinion of 
Lord Wrensury. The judgment delivered by Lord WrenBury 
reflects an important phase of the whole question of overruling 
of eighty-four standing, to say nothing 
of more than 300 years ago. He definitely 
West v. Shuttleworth ought not 
to be disturbed This, ot course, 1 the well-known doctrine 
of decisis so often enunciated by Lord Kenyon But the 
question at issue in the present appeal is not merely one of 
property rights The subject is too large to deal with in a 
note, and we hope to return to it at some future time. The 
body of professional opinion which is in sympathy with the 
taken by Lord Wrensury finds utterance in a leading 
article of the Jimes of Wednesday last (4th June). The 
writer of that article appears to consider that it would have 
been more expedient that the far-reaching change in the law 
effected by the House of Lords should have been 
carried out by means of legislation, and the article concludes: 
‘We cannot but gravely doubt with Lord Wrensury whether 
it is either expedient or in accordance with the wise prin iples 
in their judicial capacity usually 
ubstitute their own opinion 


6. ¢ 


uses, is years ago, 


were res integra, 


a decided case years’ 
of the olde cases 


thought that the decision in 


store 


view 


de ision 


on which the House of Lord 
for that exalted tribunal to 


act, é 
upon nstruction for an opinion of such antiquity, and one 
which has so long stood unchallenged, as that they have now 


declared to be bad law But we think that the larger part 
of professional and other enlightened public opinion will agree 
with the expediency of the House of Lords, in this instance, 
their undoubted right of voicing their own opinion 
It is, indeed, the natural, corollary to Bows The Secular 
Society (1917, A. C. 406) The State, as ented by the 
Courts. is indifferent to conflicting religious views They are 


exercising 
‘edi 


repre 


, 1 
matters ol! private interest only. 


Autrefois Acquit 


THE most uncertain of pleas in a criminal court is that of 
autrefois It not too much to say that no 13 
really sure what exactly it means What it does not mean 18 
It does not mean that a person once tried and acquitted 
umstances be tried again. He 
in and sometimes he cannot. 


ae quit 1s one 
clear. 
for an offence cannot in any cir 
can Or rather, sometimes he c: 
The boundary line between the cases where he can be retried 


Roughly 


and the cases where he cannot is very fine indeed 


the tests are (1) is the offence the same offence or one for which 
he could have been convicted on the previous trial (2. v. 
Barron. 1914. 2 K. B. 570), and (2) was he ever in peril of con- 


viction at the previous trial. If both conditions are satisfied the 
otherwise, it does not The second condition 
creates a difficulty. For the first trial may have been irregular 
and quashed on that account If so, it is a nullity ab initio, 
and the prisoner can be ret ried on the ground that he has never 
been tried at all: R. v. Harrington (28 J. P. 140). This applies 
whenever a preliminary objection to the form of the indictment, 
&c., and therefore victories for the defem 


plea bars ret rial 


summons, succeeds 





nom. Re Egan (1918, 2 Ch. 350), and has decided that bequests 
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dant won by an ingenious and skilful master of technicalities 
are sometimes of extremely doubtful benefit tohim. The latest 
case, Wilhams v. Letheren (ante, p. 535) illustrates these 
niceties. Here justices issued a summons under section 20 of 
the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1869. It was served in- 
formally, because a requirement of the statute was omitted, 
namely, no analyst’s certificate was served along with the 


summons Before the actual hearing the prosecutor 
learned this, and took out a second summons, which 
was properly served, returnable for the same day as 


the other When the cases came on he asked the justices 
to take the second summons first, and secured a conviction. 
Had the first summons been heard first, an acquittal on its 
technical ground must have followed. The Divisional Court 
was, therefore, urged to quash the second hearing on the ground 
that the first summons had not been disposed of, was admittedly 
bad, and must be construed as an acquittal. The court refused 
to do this, but considered the practice adopted undesirable. 


The Practice in Applications Under Arbitrations. 

AN IMPORTANT point of practice was decided by the Divisional 
Court on an application for directions in Re Arbitration 
between Cowan Brothers (Limited) and Henry Rymer 
and C'o. (1919, W. N. 140). An arbitrator had stated his 
award in the form of a special case. This was set down in the 
special paper, and in due course would come before a single 
judge taking that paper. But meanwhile one of the parties 
put down a notice of motion to set aside the award on the 
grounds of (1) error apparent on its face of the award, and (2) 
misconduct of the arbitrator in connection with the admission 
of evidence. In the ordinary course, we hardly need say, such 
a motion comes before the Divisional Court. But under the 
present circumstances this would mean duplication of proceed- 
ings ; the same point would doubtless be taken as a preliminary 
objection on the hearing of the special case by the judge taking 
the special paper. Now the present practice of the High 
Court rightly is to avoid such duplication. The question, there- 
fore, arose whether the special case or the motion, should be 
transferred In Produce Brokers Co. v. Blythe, Greene, 
Jourdain and Co. (1918, W. N. 176), Sankey, J., had held 
that a similar motion should be assigned to him for hearing with 
the special case. This time, however, the application was made 
to the Divisional Court, which was not bound to follow Mr. 
Justice SaANKEY’s ruling. But both the judges sitting, DarLIne 
and McCaropie, J.J., preferred the course taken by Mr. Justice 
SANKEY as obviously the most convenient, so a positive direction 
was given that, in future, where a special case stated by an 
arbitrator is before the courts, any subsequent motion to set 
aside the award must be placed in the special paper. 








The Statutory Regulation of Wages. 


It has been pointed outi by a distinguished English jurist, Sir 
CourtENAY ILBERT, in his ‘‘ Legislative Methods and Forms,’’ 
that in England our statutory law is very often rather the hand- 
maiden than the rival of ‘‘ Our Lady of the Common Law,”’ to 
quote the pleasing phrase happily invented by another eminent 
jurist, Sir Frepericx Potiocx. This is true not merely of 
Declaratory Statutes, such as De Conspiratoribus and the 
Statute of Treasons and others too numerous to mention, but 
also of such great constitutional monuments as Magna Carta 
and the Bill of Rights, the aim of which was to restate in an un- 
questioned form a view of the common law held by the advo- 
cates of popular liberties. This, of course, is a trite reflection. 
But it is not so well known that much of our recent legislation 
has its counterpart in medieval common law and Crown law 
and in early statutory law. 

Current proposals for the statutory fixing of wages and such 
legislation as the Corn Production Act, 1917, and the Orders 
the Agricultural Wages Board made thereunder, do little 
more than re-enact in modern phraseology and for such 
modern circumstances the great Elizabethan statute of 


Labourers (5 Eliz., c. 4), passed in 1563. And that statute 





itself was but a restatement in new guise of an old common 


law principle, which we now will proceed to describe. 
_ One of the forgotten foundations of medizval common law 
is the once famous doctrine of the “‘ justum pretium.’’ Never 
very clearly formulated for a reason which will be explained in 
a moment, this principle governed all contracts for the sale of 
goods and the payment of wages in pre-Reformation days 
(Ashley’s ‘‘ Manorial Organisation of England,’ pp. 39 
et seq.). Indeed, the very phrases ‘‘ contract of sale ’’ and 
‘“ contract of service ’’ are something of an anachronism. A 
sale of chattels was regarded as analogous to a conversion of the 
seller’s chattel by the purchaser, who must compensate him by 
paying the value of the article. The value was not a matter 
of bargaining between individual sellers and buyers at all. It 
was fixed by the steward of the Manor or the freeholders in the 
Court Leet or Court Baron or Court of Pie Poudre, as the case 
might be. In the towns it was fixed by the ‘‘ Assayors’’ or 
Overseers elected by each trade-guild, and was enfggced in the 
courts of the borough. Indeed, the absence of any clear pro- 
nouncement on the justum pretium in our early year-books 








is due to the fact that the Manorial and Borough Courts 
had practically exclusive jurisdiction in all such contracts 
(Tarde, Historie de la Price Juste). 

A similar rule applied to the contract of service. In the 
rural districts this was unknown ; serfdom and vassalage, or the 
acceptance of a copyhold tenancy on condition of performing 
the customary manorial obligations, were the only means of 
selling one’s services to another. Such relations created a life- 





long status, not what we call a contract. In the towns, how- 
ever, a journeyman might sell the product of his labour to his 
master, and in time there grew up a contractual relationship— 
nominally sale of labour—but in substance a contract of service. 
But the origin of the contract in the sale of a product is shown 
by the fact that the old action for ‘‘ work and labour done,”’ 
like that for ‘‘ goods bargained and sold,’’ was an action in 
‘‘ debt,’’ in fact one of the eight indebitatus common counts. 
In other words, it was an action for the recovery of a chattel or 
sum of money taken from the plaintiff, for that is the origin of 
the action in debt. By a legal fiction the purchaser or hirer 
was regarded as having converted to his own use the property 
of the seller or labourer, who now sued for its recovery. It was 
only at a much later date that the doctrine of assum psit 
governed a contract of service. 

Now, when the old Manorial and Guild Organisations disap- 
peared as real legal forces in the days of the Black Death and 
the Tudor Revolution, it was necessary to replace both. The 
Commission of Justices of the Peace was the new body which 
took over these old duties. But it took them over in a new 
fotm. The common law rules and customs were unknown to 
the new tribunals as such. And so legislation was necessary 
to give them authority to restore the justum pretium in each 
sphere of industry. This is the historical foundation on 
which rested the famous Elizabethan legislation affecting the 
wages of labour and the apprenticing of vagrants. 

The leading statute, 5 Eliz. c. 4, begins with a recital that 
the existing law relating to wages could not ‘‘ conveniently be 
put in due execution without the greatest grief and burden 
of the poor labourer and hired man.’’ Justices were there- 
fore authorized to fix a rate of wages which would “ yield 
unto the hired person, both in time of scarcity and im 
the time of plenty, a convenient proportion of wages.”’ Such 
rates were fixed at the Easter Session in each year. The rate 
was a standard rate, at once a minimum and a miximum, 
binding under severe penalties on both masters and men. 
Justices were to certify them to the Chancery, which was then 
to publish them—by a Proclamation of the Privy Counci!— 
in the petty sessional district to which they related. If in 
any year no new rates were fixed, the old rates were to con- 
tinue in force. 

A curious difficulty, however, soon arose in the interpreta- 
tion of this law. It proved very unacceptable in the woollen 
industry, now rising into importance. An ingenious attempt 
was therefore made to contend that it applied only to labourers 
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jn husbandry—then the most numerous class of workers— 
" whose hirings were usually for one year, and not to persons 


engaged in ‘‘domestic’’ industry. By ‘‘ domestic ’’ industry 
was meant the ordinary manufactures, in those days carried 
on in his own home by the worker, who received his materials 
from the merchant-employer, took them home, and worked 
them up. A new statute was necessary to make the law 
clear. It came in 1597. The 39 Eliz. c. 12 expressly de- 
dares that justices must fix the rates of wages ‘‘of any 
labourers, weavers, spinsters, and workmen or workwomen 
whatsoever, either working by day, week, month, or year, or 
taking any work at any person’s hand whatsoever to be done.”’ 
This comprehensive clause hit all trades, and applied to piece- 
work as well astotime-work. Difficulties still arose. But in 
1603 the statute 1 Jac. c. 6 confirmed the old statutes, im- 
d penalties for fraud, and enacted that no justice who 
imself was a master should take part in assessing the wage 
rates of his own industry, an obviously equitable provision. 

Gradually, however, a new limitation grew up. It became 
generally held that these three statutes only applied to indus- 
tries which had existed in 1563, and not to new industries 
coming into existence later. Thus the cotton, linen and iron 
trades—which were born at a later date—escaped the juris- 
diction of justices, and from their very commencement had the 
benefit of ‘‘ free contract.’’ Gradually the system introduced 
in their case proved so beneficial that the old statutes were 
repealed. But this did not happen until 1813! Indeed, in 
1786 am Act extending the old law to woollen weavers was 
actually passed, but repealed next year. In 1773 the Spital- 
field Acts enacted a minimum wage for the benefit of the silk 
weavers, but this was repealed in 1824. From that date to 
1909 free contract prevailed. 

Legislation, however, is apt to move in cycles. The wheel 
of State-Prices come round: again in 1909. The Trade Board 
Act of that year set up boards of employers and workmen in 
equal numbers, with the addition of from three to five Govern- 
ment officials, to fix minimum wages in all ‘‘ sweated ’’ indus- 
tries. In 1912 the same principle was extended to coal mines, 
except that one independent chairman took the place of im- 


‘ partial umpire between the parties equally represented on the 


boards. In 1915 the Munitions of War Acts set up tribunals 
to assess wages in all occupations which were directly or in- 
directly concerned in the manufacture of equipment of war. 
In 1918 a short Act passed in November extended this regula- 
tion for six months, and it has been extended for another six 
months by another temporary Act. How much farther the 
principle will go no man can say. 

It will be seen, then, that our new minimum wage legis- 
lation has behind it a long history, alike in the annals of the 
common law and in the records of Tudor legislation. The 
new statutes are not so novel as they seem. Assistance in 
their interpretation may usefully be gained by the perusal of 
year book cases arising under the earlier law. To the common 
law practitioner, compelled to argue a case arising out of the 
recent statutes before some divisional court to which prece- 
dent and technicalities are much dearer than the principles of 
“natural justice and equity,’’ an examination of the old law 
in search of illustrations and analogies, useful if archaic, may 
be heartily recommended. 








Creation and Transfer of Equitable 


Estates of Inheritance. 


Norton on Deeds (which succeeded‘ Elphinstone, Norton, 
& Clark ’’ of 1885) was published in 1906. On page 329 the 
following placet appears (embracing two propositions): ‘‘ An 
equitable limitation by way of trust executed, as distinguished 
from an executory trust, has the same construction as a legal 
limitation, and a grant of an equitable interest has the same 
construction as a grant of a legal interest.’’ The two latest 


cases cited among the authorities for and notes on the above 
quotation are Re Zrwin (1904, 2 Ch. 752) and Re Tringham’s 
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Trusts (1904, 2 Ch. 487), both referred to on page 332, Ke 
Irwin relates rather to the second of the two propositions in 
the quoted passage, Re Tringham’s Trusts to the first. But 
the author’s comment on this latter case is; ‘‘ It is submitted 
that this decision, though authority for it can be found in some 
of the older text-books, is not reconcilable with the modern 
decisions.’’ The point decided in Re Tringham’s Trusts was 
that, where land had been conveyed in fee to trustees and 
trusts declared without using words of inheritance in respect 
of the beneficiaries’ interests, the equitable estate vested in the 
beneficiaries was nevertheless a fee simple. In Ke Jrwin it 
was decided that an assurance of an equitable estate to trustees, 
without using words of inheritance, passed only an estate for 
life, so that the trust came to an end on the death of the sur- 
vivor, and left no further interest in the beneficiaries. The 
one case related more particularly to the creation of an equit- 
able estate, the other to the transfer of an equitable estate. 

Now, Re Tringham’s Trusts has been followed in a number 
of cases since decided in the English courts, and these cases 
have also been followed in the Irish and oversea courts, where 
it has been definitely recognized that Re Tringham's Trusts 
marks a change in the current of judicial opinion om the sub- 
ject of the necessity for words of inheritance in assurances of 
equitable estates in fee simple. The principle of Re Tring- 
ham’s Trust# has been referred to with approval in the Court 
of Appeal in Re Thursby’s Settlement (1910, 2 Ch. 181), and 
in the High Court of Australia in Hunt v. Korn (1917, 24 
Commonw. L. R. 1). Among cases in courts of first instance 
to the same effect in England, Ireland and overseas are: Re 
Oliver’s Settlement (1905, 1 Ch. 191); Re Nutt’s Settlement 
(1915, 2 Ch 431); Cross Vv. Crose (1915, l ia R. 304) ; Re 
Murphy and Griffin’ s Contract (1919, 1 I. R. 187); Re Ander- 
son’s Settlement (1915, Vict. L. R. 355; Buckleton v. Smith 
(1908, 8 State R. (N.S.W.) 467). The statement, therefore, 
in ‘‘ Norton on Deeds ’’ that Re Tringham’s Trusts “‘ is not re- 
concilable with the modern decisions ’’ cannot any longer be 
considered as correct. Nor is it any longer right to say (as is 
said in the first of the two propositions above quoted) that an 
equitable limitation by way of trust executed has the same 
construction as a legal limitation. 

Is the second of the two propositions equally incorrect? or 
is Re Irwin to be considered as authoritative for the statement 
that a grant of an equitable interest has the same construction 
as a grant of a legal interest? Decided cases do not warrant 
such a clear or confident answer being given to these questions 
as it is possible to give with respect to Re Tringham's Trusts 
and the first of the two propositions. In Re Jrwin itself the 
case of Re Tringham’s Trusts was expressly distinguished by 
Buckey, J., and again dn Re Monckton’s Settlement (1913, 
2 Ch. 636) Sarcant, J., distinguished the two cases and defi- 
nitely preferred to follow Re Irwin. In both these cases the 
owner of an equitable estate assured his interest to trustees 
without’ using words of inheritance, and in both it was held 
that a life estate only was conferred, with the result that the 
limitations of the settlement cama to an end on the death of 
the surviving trustee. In Re Monckton'’s Settlement, 
Sarcant, J., referred to the “‘ clear general rule that an exe- 
cuted limitation of an equitable estate must primd facie be read 
in the same sense and with the same result as a limitation of a 
legal estate.’’ The ‘‘ primd facie ’’ application of the ‘‘ general 
rule,’’ however, is not in any doubt, and it may be that Re 
Irwin and Re Monckton’s Settlement are to be regarded asa 
merely cases in which sufficient evidence of intention to pass 
the fee simple of the equitable estate was not found within the 
four corners of the deed under construction. This was the 
view suggested by NEVILLE, J., in Re Nutt’s Settlement 
(supra). In that case it seems to have been taken for granted 
that Re Monckton’s Setflement was an ordinary case of con- 
struction, and with regard to Re Jrwin Nevitue, J., said: 
‘‘T am not convinced that he [Bucktey, J.| did not think that 
in the case before him there was no sufficient indication of 
intention contained in the deed to enable him to say that, in 
spite of the absence of words of limitation, it was intended 
that the equitable fee should pass.’’ The learned Judge went 
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on to deprecate any distinction being made between such cases 
as Re Irwin and Re Tringham’s Trusts: ‘‘ I think that in the 
construction of deeds dealing with equitable estates the Court 
should put 
may be consistent with the intention expressed in the whole 
deed.’”’ 

Re Nutt 
Trusts rather than Ke Jrwin, was in its facts nearer to the 
latter case than to the former. The question before NEVILLE, 
J., was whether an appointment of the equitable interest in a 


uch) a construction upon the covenant or grant as 


Settlement, though following Re Tringham’s 


** trust fund and property in favour of the appointor’s sons, 


without using words of inheritance, gave them the fee simple 
in the realty which formed part of the fund, and it was held 
that the whole interest in the land—the fee simple—passed by 
the appointment 

There is the same difficulty in &ome of the Australian cases, 
as with regard to He /rwin and Re Monckton’s Settlement on 
the one hand, and Ke Tringham’s Trusts and Re Nutt’s Settle- 
ment on the obtner ee Vir ntowh vx Vac ntosh (1917, 17 
State Rep (N.S.W.) 15, 351) Hunt (4. 543) 
fe estate only was ‘held to have passed, but 


laid down that ‘‘ the 


Thomp onv 
In both cases a 

the principle was (in the lattér case) 
Court must be able to lay its finger upon omething definite in 
the language of the deed, and say that indicates an intention 
to create a fee without the use of words of limitation.’’ This 
case (Thompson v. Hunt) was on appeal reversed by the High 
Australia: //unt v The principle 
approved, but the appellate court held ‘‘ that 


Court of Avorn (supra). 
laid down wa 
the cumulative effect of the various expressions we have 
pointed out was that an intention was shewn to pass the 
whole equitable interest, and not merely an estate for life. 

Notwithstanding the difficulties and inconsistencies brought 
about by Ve Jrwin and Re Monckton’s Settlement, the right 
conclusion seems to be that there is no distinction between the 
creation of any equitable interest in land and: a transfer of an 
equitable interest already in existence ; but that in each case a 
fee simple will pass without words of inheritance or limitation, 
if there is shewn on the face of the deed sufficient intention on 
the part of the donor, grantor, or appointot that a fee simple is 
to be the subject of the gift or assurance 


Reform in the Chancery Division. 


Tne following article has been communicated to us by a practitione 
of considerable experience 
Reform is in the air, and reconstruction is the order of the day. 
Both are long overdue,and may we be applied in some of the legal 
departments varticularly in the ¢ hancery Division of the High 
Court of Justice. While business in other branches of the court 
is showing an increase—most marked in the last few months with 
the end of the war in sight—it is notorious that business in this 
division is not only falling off but, compared with a few years ago, 
is fast reaching the vanishing point It is clear that practitioners 
and their clients are, so far as possible, avoiding proceedings there. 
What is the reason for this, and what is the remedy? It is not 
that the public have no confidence in the judges assigned to the 
division Never was the division stronger in this respect, but they 
are surrounded and overloaded with a cumbersome machinery to 
an extent which does not obtain in any other branch of our legal 
system d ‘ 
The reason may be found in considering and criticising the pro- 
cedure and organization through which the judge is approached and 
his decision recorded lake the case of a practitioner instituting 
and prosecuting an action. The prospect before him is truly for- 
midable, both in the proceedings he must take and the different 
departments to which he must go. He must be an expert to be 
familiar with the practice, and, however diligent he may be, the 
various processes and departments must involve delay. No wonder 
that he hesitates and comes to the conclusion that the trouble and 
expense are not worth while if they can be avoided. Still less is 
it wonderful that his client concurs and declines to tread the weary 
way, ‘ 
The practitioner's object is to approach the judge and obtain an 
order. This may involve, and usually does, proceedings in the 


following departments : 


1. Record and Writ Department, 
2. Filing Department, 
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3. Judge’s Chambers, 
4. Judge in Court or Chambers, 
5. Registrar's Department, 
6. Taxing Master’s Department, 
and other sub-departments of the Central Office and judge’s cham- 
bers not necessary to specify. 

Each of these separate departments has, of course, a separate set 
f officials, and the business in hand may have to be discussed in 
each. The conduct of business is not centralised, and the system 
leads to confusion and unnecessary duplication and expense. 

Nothing need here be, said about pleadings, discovery, evidence 
and other matters with which the practitioner has to deal, except 
that the practice as to them may be simplified by a simpler and 
more centralized organization. But enough has been said to shew 
how complicated the machinery is, and what labour may be entaile: 
in a simple matter. True it is, “ parfuriunt montes,”’ and, if the 
product is not ridiculous, it is pardonable to suggest that the pro- 
cess goes far to deserve that epithet. 

In such circumstances, is it remarkable that business in the divi- 
sion is fast declining, and are not the reasons for the decline 
obviously inherent? And what is the remedy, and how can the 
business which has been lost be regained? 

It will not be effective to leave the system as it is and merely 
to attempt to increase the business of the division by absorbing 
other smaller outside departments, such as bankruptcy, companies 
winding-up, and lunacy, particularly if the machinery of these 
departments is, as is undoubtedly the case, simpler and more 
suited to their requirements than the Chancery Division could ever 
be. This has been suggested, but the proposal has been aban- 
doned, and it has been decided that it would not be desirable. 

The remedy surely lies in simplifying the procedure by amal- 
gamating the separate departments before mentioned and cen- 
tralizing the business of the division as far as possible in the 
judge’s chambers 

Taking them in the order mentioned, the following changes 
might be made :— 

Record and Writ Department.—Originating summonses need not 
be issued here, but should be issued by rota in the judge's 
hambers 

Filing Department.—All documents could be filed in the judge's 
chambers until the action ended, and thus duplication of affidavits 
ind the consequent expense could be avoided. The original would 
always be available in chambers, and an office copy need not 
necessarily be made, 

Registrar's Department.—No new registrars have been appointed 
in recent years, and the department, as a separate department, is 
marked for extinction. It could at once be dispensed with if all 
orders made in court and chambers were drawn up jn chambers, 
is they surely should and could be. The registrars (so long as they 
exist), and their principal clerks, could be attached to chambers for 
the purpose of attending in court and drawing up orders made 
there and in chambers. One such official could be attached to each 
chancery master for this purpose. This would save labour and 
the ‘expense of a separate registrar's department, and should lead 
to greater efficiency. 

Taxing Master's Department.—The chancery work of this depart- 
ment could be attached to judge’s chambers, a principal clerk from 
the taxing office being attached to each chancery master. 

Such changes would eliminate three separate departments alto- 
gether and one partially, and would concentrate all proceedings 
apart from court work in judge’s chambers. 

The chancery master, with the assistance of subordinate officials, 
would take the place of registrar and taxing master. No new officials 
would be necessary, as those at present existing could be utilized. 
There would then be one set of officials conversant with the action 
in all its stages, and business would be concentrated in one depart- 
ment instead of spread over many, 

[t is true that these proposals may be considered drastic, but 
the present system has failed, and many of these departments, if 
mot relics of the past, were formed years ago, and are not suited 
or adapted to modern requirements. 

That something should be done to find the remedy is universally 
admitted, and it has usually been-found that success largely de- 
pends on organization, Tinkering has been tried: it look ; 
the clean cut was necessary. 


Ss as if 


By reforming the framework, the practice is necessarily simplified 
and time and expense saved. In this direction it is believed the 
remedy will be found, and, with it, the former prosperity so 
important to the profession. There will never be a time better 
than the present to attempt to secure it, 
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Reviews. 


Auditors. 


Avprrors: Taser Duties AND R&sPoNSIBILITIES 'NDER THB 
Compantes Acts, PartNersnip Acts, anp Acts RELATING TO 
ExecuTors AND TRUSTEES, AND TO Private Avpits. By 
Francis W. Prxuey, Barrister-at-Law. Eleventh Edition. Sir 
Isaac Pitman & Sons (Limited). 21s. net. 


The complication of modern commercial transactions, and, in 
particuiar, the growth of companies, have given a wide field for 
the employment of auditors, and the multifariousness of their 
duties is illustrated in the pages of Mr. Pixley’s useful book. In 
the chapter on the Appointment and Remuneration of Auditors 
it is interesting to find an opinion of Lord Finlay, when at the 
Bar, that an appointment of a firm as auditors is good under 
clause 83 of Table A, and. means that the persons actually con- 
stituting the firm become the auditors, whether their names appear 
in the firm name or no. If there is only one person carrying on 
business under the firm name, then he is the one auditor. The 
law relating to auditors under the Companies (Consolidation) Act 
1908, and numerous Railway Acts, and Building and other Societies 
Acts, forms the subject of Chapter IIT., which occupies more than 
200 pages ; and Chapter XIV. usefully discusses the legal decisions 


on profits available for dividend, including a statement of the | 


recent case of Ammonia Soda Co. (Limited) v. Chamberlain (1918 
1 Ch. 266). A new chapter has been added to this edition, entitled 
“The Detail Work of an Audit,’’ which will be useful to prac- 
titioners and their clerks who have to supervise or assist in the 
work of auditing. 





Books of the Week. 


The American Bar Association.—Report of the Forty- 
first Annual Meeting of the American Bar Association. Held at 
Cleveland, Ohio, 28th, 29th, and 30th August, 1918. Baltimore 
The Lord Baltimore Press. 

The Law of Property.—A General View 
Property. By J. A. Stranan, M.A., LL.B. 
assisted by J. Srnctarr Baxter, Hon. LL.D. (Dub.), Barrister-at- 
Law. Sixth Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 16s. 


of the 





Correspondence 


Abstracting Documents :Incorporated by Reference. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—In Mr. T. Cyprian Williams’ learned article upon ‘‘ The 


Abstracting and Production of Documents Incorporated by Refer- | 


ence in a Title Deed "’ (ante, p. 460), there is an expression which 
is not a little puzzling. He asks why in the case of re Arran and 
Knowlesden and Creer’s Contract the purchasers ought to have been 
content with secondary evidence of the contents of the will. Bear- 
ing in mind the fact that the original will is presumably care- 
fully filed away with the archives in the cellars of Somerset House, 
is it not correct to say that the production of (1) the probate or 
(2) the official copy of the will in Somerset House is sec ndary 
evidence? It would seem that the vendors in this case had only 
to point out to the purchasers that the original was not in their 
possession or control and direct them to Somerset House to effec- 
tually answer their requirements 
This raises at least two points, which one would like to have 
answered by a competent authority :— 
(1) Is the production of a_ probate 
evidence of the contents of a will? and 
(2) In view of the fact that a will is a matter of record, can 


technically primary 


a vendor be made to produce a probate if it is in his possession ? | 
. ¥ 


W. Baxter. 
170, Church-street, Stoke Newington, N. 16 
9th April, 1919. 
[The publication of this letter has been accidentally delayed. Mr 
T. Cyprian Williams writes :—‘‘ At common law the original will 
was the only primary evidence admissible in court of a will of 


real estate, though of a will of personal estate the proper evidence | 


is-the probate copy and not the original. But on sales, it has 
always been the practice of conveyancers to accept the probate or 


the nature of primary evidence, of the will. But if the will has 
not been proved tke original must be produced for verification of 


the abstract: Sug. V. & P. 414; 1 Wms. V. & P. 161, 162, 2nd ed. | 


The probate copy of a will is now admissible in court as evidence | 


of a devise of real estate under the conditions specified in stat. 20 
& 21 Vict. ¢. 77, ss. 62, 64, 65."") 


Law of | 
Barrister-at- Law ; | 


, end of 


| the 
' 


, : | that see 
an office copy of a will of real. estate, if proved, as evidence, in | 


—=— 
Excess Profits Duty. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I cannot understand why the Court of Appeal did not found 
| its judgment on the second paragraph of section 35 (1) of Finance 
| (No, 2) Act, 1915, which provides that the payment of excess profits 

duty shall not be deemed to be a specific cause for the purpose of 

tion 134 of the Income Tax Act, 1842: see naw section 23 of the 
lidation Act. Obvi a specific cause could not be some- 
thing not deductible from profits, and if E.P.D. be not deductible 
Irom profits cadit quaestio 

Again 
nor can I 


———— 


sec 


Cons usly 


[ cannot see that “ protits"’ is different from “ net profits,” 
the date of an agreement for remuneration by 
commission or percentage is material n deciding the incidence 
eral impost. FE. T. Hareraves. 
olaman-street, London, E.C. 2 

3rd June, 1919 
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Court of Appeal. 


PATENT CASTINGS SYNDICATE (LIM.) v. ETHERINGTON. 
27th and 28th May. 


Company—Manicer’s Remuneration—ComMission ON Net 
CALCULATION OF Net Prorirs—Priorn Depuction or Exct 
Duty—Finance (No. 2) Act, 1915 (5 & 6 Gro. 5, c. 89 
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7 as 
~ es 
exceeded by more than £200 the Held, that the subject-matter of the gift was a mere option on certain rules 
duty of an amount equal to | conditions, and that the son having put an end to his occupation, waa Aut! 
And 1 (1) ‘The profits | not entitled to the rents and profits of the house, which fell into the by ti 
ness to ic] is part of this Act applies | residuary estate om yp 
f he purpose of this part of this | The testator, who died in March, 1900, by clause 11 of his will, gave Publi 
¢ ime principles as the profits | directions to his trustees for the expenditure of £1,000 a year npon the from 
ild be, determined for | upkeep of his residence known as Pears Hill, and garden, furniture and the 
ifications set out in the | effects as a residence for his children during minority. By clause 14 h: obt he 
Those modifications | pave to his eldest sén. the first defendant, 8S. A. Gibbons, as soon aa —e 
ire was distinguishing » testator’s youngest child should have attained twenty-one, the option ai a 
section 45 (2 The > oO ying and enjoying the use of the premises mentioned in Feb: 
time being owning or | clause |] ng his life without payment of rent, but paying al! rates ot r 
ent for that person in xes and outgoings, and keeping the premises in a proper state of Pp 
be assessed, not ea n good and substantial repair, such option to be or a 
of the business, xercised by notice in writing to the trustees within three months from 2th | 
re, recoverable from | the time when the right to exercise such option arose. The testator gave and 
shareholders, though, | similar options to his second son and to his daughter in succession, and remis 
therwise receive by very case the option was to be at an end if not exercised within the ap} 
by section 35 (1): | cribed time The trustees were not, during the residence of any of wl 
under this Act the is ildren, to be responsible for the condition or the insurance or the 
for the purpose of | r f the buildings or chattels in the occupation, custody or power i 
profits and i f the year which in ¢ the testator’s children, and were not to be under any obligation t dest 
period it f which the excess rocure an inventory or to interfere in any way with the premises. The rest 
where ar ‘ 1 has received repay. | » children were entitled in equal shares to the residuary estate The regu 
paid by him way of excess profits rer son attained twenty-one in November, 1912, and died in April, been | 
treated profit for the year in which | 191 nd the third defendant was his legal personal representative. 1 wel 
In other excess profits duty was | ls iarv, 1913, the eldest son gave notice in writing to the trustees dis 
the entire income the business, unlike | ‘reising his option of oceupying the residence and entered into lice 
paid vere returned it was to be treated ( pation but in 1916 he ceased to o« upy the house and let it the! 
us the taxpayer the T iry were unfurnished for fourteen years and removed the furniture. The trustees Miss1 
one kept open from y yea The | now asked for the opinion of the Court whether, on the letting of the the 
that excess of duty was n part ise and removing the furniture, they fell into the residuary estate, as we 
yment to the ireholders, but ¢ ut “ claimed by the daughter, or whether the eldest son was still tenant hear 
a third ty before the 7 were r life of then Counsel for the eldest son contended that he had the Cor 
Justice Younger was | pov f a tenant for life and referred, inter alia, to Re Paget (3 Ch app! 
before | g the l Re Carne (1899, 1 Ch. 324), Re Boyer (1916, 2 Ch. 404) and P#e and 1 
» « ‘ had ] 1°03. 2 Ch. 1 pensat 
\ mn Gas Sy J.—The cases upon which counsel for the eldest son has mainly 
that ompany | eli tablish that where there is a gift to a legatee, either directly BRA 
paying tt only the | through the medium of trustees, of a right to use and occupy a Aut! 
n Johnso harter ula legatee has, during such occupation, the powers of orde: 
8) was he same enant for life, and a gift over, in the event of his failing ‘to comply an the 
hearing, f he sup- | with tl iditi as to residence, may be defeated by the exercise of of 


e were, howeve ases y powers under the Settled Land Act, the condition being be 
1917 7 and id in t it is lculated to fetter the legatee in the exercise of his 

( view as | s ry powers. But in the present case clause 14 of the will gives no 
vith the | estate or interest to the son; it merely offers him, on certain conditions, 

tax | tile opportunity of electing to reside in the house. The clause cannot 
rds | pr vy be construed as an absolute gift of the use and occupation of 
house; it is a conditional offer which the son may accept or reject Thei: 

which it is beyond his power to enlarge or vary ; and if he accepts 

facts; | it he must do so subject to the conditions, and when the conditions are 

decision | & ynger being complied with the option determines. The beneficiary 
1917. 1 K. B. 527)/ 1 having exercised his statutory pewers during his occupation, has 
vhen it was looked | by his own act rendered himself incapable of further complying with 

ititled to commission, | t onditions under which alone he is entitled to any interest in the 
vhich excess profits s, at ving put an end to his occupation his right to the rents 
branches onlv of it d profits « His whole interest therein was thereupon determined, there! 

said that exces profits ‘ ne ilt follows with regard to the furniture. The hous« 

ith that expression of | an¢ it refore fall into the residuary estate-—CounseL, Hur. 
oul t There remained the decision | n r F (freene; D. D. Robertson. Sortcttors, Potter, 

J. & E. Fellowa (Limited) vy. Corker (1918. ( & Ki m; McKenna & Co.; George R. Cran 

ss profits duty should be deducted That case must, 
I be « msidered is erruled 





















period 
justice 
order 
8S. E. Wrrrrams, Barrister-at-Law.} he did 
that i 


delivered judgment to the same effect, the | jurisd 


illustration of the result of the defendant's | 


arise 

fit h . ° ’ Pe A orde 
the defendant would get £250 commiasion igh Court—King’s Bench Division. of 

y | ble to d le £75 mong the share ‘ 
seemed to bis lardahip to differ in every | REX v. WEST SUFFOLK COMPENSATION AUTHORITY. Ez parte one 
income tax.—Counsen, Disturnal, K.C’,.| HUDSON'S CAMBRIDGE AND PAMPISFORD BREWERIES (LIM.). —_ 1g) 
. J. Mathew. K.C.. and Gover. K.C Div. Cougt. 3rd April. The 
Purchase Vackrell, Maton, Godlee, & | Lyeexstxg Law—Unperoriraste Business Discontrinvep—ORDER BY writ 
COMMISSIONERS OF CUSTOMS AND Excise Remittine Licence Duty disent 

Laxcrorp Lewis. Barrieter-at-Law.! SrsPpension or Licence—CoMPENSATION AvTHoRITy Rervsinac RE apy 
- — NEWAL— J URISDICTION—FiInance Act, 1917 (7 & 8 Gero. 5, c. 31), s. 8 would 


s were £5,000, of which £4,000 were H 


° '_ ¢ The Commiasioners of Customa and Excise ordered under section fact t} 
High Court—Chancerv Division. ot the Finance ict, 1917, a remission of duty to a licence holder who wou 
. had discontinued his business owing to restrictions and prohibitions Fortun 

ic GIBBONS. GIBBONS v. GIBBONS. Eve, J. 9th May. imposed by or under the authority of any enactment or requlation in ‘enablir 
Srrremp Lanp—Tenant ror Lire—Person Havinc Powers or Tenant | connection with the war.” Duriug the suspension of the licence con- licence 
ror Lire—Option or Occupyinc aNp Ewssoytnc Use or Hovse sequent upon this order, the Compensation Authority made an order and of 
Farture To Restop—Sertiep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 38), ss. | "¢/using renewal of the licence, on the ground that the premises were would 
2 (5). 51. 58 (1) (vr) redundant A. T 
Held, that the Compensation Authority had not jurisdiction to refuse the wr 
the renewal during the suspension of the licence Section 8 includes not of the 
only restrictions applicable to particular licensed premises, but restric cause 
tions applicable to lice nsed premises in general. Sorter 


1 testator by his will gave to hia eldest n the option of occupying 
id enjoying the use of his residence during his life without payment of 
rent, such option to be exercised by notice in writing within a certain 


time The son gave due notice to the trustees and entered into occupa. K ° eee , Codd 
tion, but subsequently he let the house unfurnished for fourteen yenre Rules nisi for certiorari and for prohibition. The applicants, oddey 
and removed the furniture ’ ‘ison’s Cambridge and Pampisford Breweries (Limited), obtained 
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rules nist for certiorari and prohibition directed to the Compensation 
Authority for West Suffolk to bring up and quash an order made 
by that Authority on llth November, 1918, refusing, subject to 
compensation, the renewal of the licence of the ‘‘ Coach and Horses 
Public-house, Honey-hill, Bury St. Edmunds, and prohibiting them 
from proceeding to act lurther on such retusal Lhe applicants were 
the owners of tne public-house, which they let to a tenant, Mitchell, who 
obtained a full licence from Sth April, 1917, to 4tn April, 191 Mit 
closed the premises on the ground that he could not carr 
1 profit. When application had to be made for renew 
ary, 1918), the justices came to the conclusion that the h 
not required, and they adjourne i the matter till ith March, t 
objection to be made. The tenant thereupon re-opened the house 
seek, when he sold only nine 
February. On that day he applied to the Commissioners of Customs 
and Exc.se, under section 8, sub-section 2, of the Finance Act, 1917, tor 
ssion of a portion of the duty, and they made an order Phe 
uts contended that as this order suspended thé licence 
essary for them to apply for a renewal. The section pr 
rder may be made when the holder of the licence s 
ssioners “that by reason of the licensed premises h 


vallons of beer, and he sed it on 


yed, or seriously damaged, or by reason of any pr 
tion imposed by or under the authority of any er 
ition m connection with the present war, the business 
discontinued Sub-section 
icence as from the commencement of the period when the | 
discontinued ; but ‘‘ at the expiration of that period any 
hee e shall revive, and have effect as if it had been gw 
the: irrent licensing year The order was made 
missioners on 6th March, and on 7th March the tenant app 
the justices, and withdrew his application for renewal 
vever, proceeded to deal with the question of redundan 
gx evidence, referred it to the Compensation Auth 
pensation Authority proceeded in the matter—alt 
iuts contended they had no jurisdiction to proceed any 


) ; 


provides for the suspei 


nade an order refusing to renew the licence 
tion would thereupon become payable U; 
| for the writs of certiorari and probit 


RAY, J., said the first point raised by couns 
Authority was that the Commiss.oners had 1 
order of 6th @farch It was said that what was 
as the reason for discontinuance did not fall within section 
il ot the Finance \ t. 1917 The tenant dis« mtinued 
because owlng to restrictions oI output, he got less beer, and 
t ry on his business properly [his was the case prese 
Commissioners; but counsel for the Compensati 
led that this did not fall within tl ection Phi 
prohibitiog or restr.ction imposed by or under the au 
tment or regulation in connection with the preset 
irgument was that it must be a restrict‘on relating t 
licensed premises. The words contain no ch limitati 
int failed. The next point for the Compensation Au 
the licence was not suspended absolutely under sub-secti 
8. It was said that during the suspension a trans 
in objection also to the renewal might be made 
in sub-section (2) on the ground of misconduct ot 
But there was no misconduct alleged, and the 
re, to fall within the enacting part of sub-section 
the Justices licence shall be deemed to be 
id aforesaid viz., from Ist Marcl That being 
justices jurisdiction either to make an order for renewal « 
orde: The tenant withdrew his application for renewal, | 
he did so or not the licence was suspended, and there being ar 
that it should revive at a certain period, the justi 
jurisdiction either to grant or refuse a renewal 
arise whether the applicants, not having sought to g 
if the justices, could now get rid of the order of the ¢ 
y. The Compensation Authority, however, had 
diction than the justices, and they did not obtain jurisdi 
of the justices’ order, if the justices themselves had no jurisd 
Make that order. Was it proper to grant certiorari then in th 
The plicants were undoubtedly aggrieved, and must be grant 
writ «x debito justitia, unless there had been some miscondu 
disentitled them There seemed nothing in the conduct 
apy ints to disentitle them It was obvious that they tl 
would be unfair to try the question of redundancy, having regar 
fact that the premises had been closed during the last twelve 
It iid have been disadvantageous to them if they tried to avoid it 
Fortunately for them there was this provision in the Finance Act, 1917 
‘enabling them to do so. They got that order, with the result that the 
licence was suspended, and they were entitled to have it revived at the 
end of the period. It seemed there was no conduct on their part which 
would entitle the Court to refuse the writ 


suspended as 


A. T. Lawrence and SHEARMAN, JJ., gave judgments agreeing that 
the writ of certiorari should be made absolute for quashing the order 
of the justices.—Counset, Disturnal, K.C., and G. C. Whitel y shewed 
Cause against the rules; A. F, Wootten, in support of the rules 
Boricitons, Whites d- Co., for Greene A: Greene, Bury St. Edmunds; 
Godden, Holme, & Ward. 


[Reported by G. H. Kworr, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
IN PRIZE, 

THE “ BORGILA” AND THE “‘SVANFOS.” Hiil, J. 


Prize Satvace—Rescve or NevrraL rrom ENEMY ATTACK, 


13th May. 


ile that no salvage is given on the recapture of an 
which w based on the presumpson that no peri ia 
fur because the neutral will be released or damages 
not apply where the State of the captor has, 

{ , condemned or de stroyed such ships. 

ipplied 
‘ by the commander, officers and crew of 
defendants were the owners of the steam. 
both Norwegian essels The facts 
ning of 15th April, 1917, the ships on their voyage 
a German U-boat firing several shots at them. The 
{ Lhe Borgda took to the boats, and rowed 
and the master and crew of Zhe Svanfos also 
a awaited tlhe U-boat The master of T'he 
aboard the U-boat, and the chief officer was 
ship's papers from 7'he Svanjos, and he did 
iflicers and crew from the U-boat boarded 7'he 
then came to the surface 400 yards from the 
on the U-boat, and, after a running fight, the 
ng her officer and boat's crew The master 
then returned to their boat, and resumed 
alvage crew was put on board 7he Borgila by 
later the Norwegian destroyer Drang came up 
ard on board, and in order to avoid internatinnal 
rgia was left in the hande of the Norwegians. 
000 and The Svanjox was worth £50,000, and 
rth £44,000 

irse of his judgment The question as to 
the commander, officers and crew of the G7 
they fought and drove away ; boat. The 





tk lhe Borgda, and there i irther ques- 

ild be awarded for the ervice to 

The two vessels would destroyed, 

had no remedy at the hands of the German 

the defendants that the plaintiffs had only 

ir duty to do ! nely t« igt tie enemy 

the ships which w ngaged in trading 

reat weight 1 t | t irgument 

destroy the 

he uccess 

wement 

there 

id The 

regard their rescue by 

is well 

itral 

¢ Ponto 

is given 

neutral esumption 

ipture suse the 1 | ship would 

captor, or dama, wou paid for 

ha a t wie ! ate 

‘tori ‘ ra internati | law, 

nd that, in 

( det ned or ite 

uintiffs are entitled 

performed their duty 

( er £1,000 iv respect 

e and § he Borg COUNSEL, 

Ste phe K.C nd Duma SOLICITORS, 
rell d> Roche 


M. Mar, Barrwter-at-Law 3 





New Orders, &c. 


New Statutes. 


the Royal Assent was given to the fol 


lowing . —_ 
Healt} Medical Treatment of Children Lreland 
Education (Scotland) (Superannuation) Act, 1919; 
he Wages (Temporary Regulation) Extension Act, 1919 ; 
and to some local and priv ate Acta 
On the 3rd inst. the Royal Assent was gi to the following Acts :— 
The Local Government (Ireland) Act, 1 19; 
The Ministry of Health Act, 1919; 
The Scottish Board of Health Act, 1919; 





and to some local and private Acts. 
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Orders in Council 
THE CHILDREN ACT, 1908, AND INDUSTRIAL SCHOOLS. 
Wherens by section 83 of the Ohildren Act, 1908, it is enacted as 
follows 
“The provisions of this Part of this Act wi 
far as appheable, apply to Ce1 


1 respect to industrial 
ified Day Industrial 


schools shall, so 


Schools, subject to such modifications as are made therein by this 
Part of this Act. Provided that His Majesty may, by Order in 
Council, make such furher modifications of those provisions as may 
appear to His Majesty to be necessary or preper for adapting those 


provisions to Day Industrial Scho >'s 
And an Order in Council was made on the 2nd day of April, 
1909, applying certain provisions of the Children Act to Certified Day 
Industma!l Schools 


And whereas section 130 of the said Act provides that 
An*Order in Council under this Act may be revoked or varied 
by any subseq rent Order in Council.’ 
And whereas it is desirable to vary Article IV. of the Order in 
Counci! dvted the 2nd day of April, 1909, which reads as follows :— 


the Children Act shall in its application to Day 


s take effect with modifications as follows :— 
" } 


Section 65 
Industrial Schor 
The detention order shall specify the time for which the child 
is to be detairied in the school, b ing such time as to the court 
may seem properffor the teaching and training of the child, but 
not in any case extending beyond the time when the child will, in 
the opinion at the court, attain the age of fourteen years 
Now, therefore, His Majesty is pleased, by and with the advice 01 
His Privy Council, to vary the Order of the 2nd day of April, 1909, by 
substituting for the said Article TV. the following Article 
IV. Sectaon 65 of the Children Act I, in upphoation to 
Day Industria take effect with modifications as follows :— 
The detention order shall specify the time for which the child 
is to ‘be detained in the school, being such time as to the court 
may seem proper for the ng and training of the child, but 
not in any case e xtending beyond the end of the term in 
which the ohild wi n the opinion of the court, the age 
of fourteen years 


snail, its 


Schools 


teach 
sCnool 


ittein 


8th May [Gazette, 9th May. 
THE COLONLAL PROBATES ACT, 1892 
Whereas by ion 1 of the Colonial Probates Act, 1892, it was 
enacted aa fo \ 

“Her Majesty » Queen may, on being satisfied that the Legis 
lature of any British Possession has made adequate provision for 
the trecognition in that Possession of all Probates and Letters of 
Administration granted ‘by the Courts of the United Kingdom, 
direct, by Order in Couneil, that this Act shall. subject to any 


exceptions and modifications specified in the Order, apply to that 
Pos ind thereupon, the Order is in force, this Act 
shath app'y. accordingly ” 

And whereas His Majesty the K ng is satisfied that the Legislature 
of the British Possession hereinafter mentioned has made adequate pro 
vision for the recognition in that Probate and Rates of 
Administration granted by the Courts of the United Kingdom 

Now, therefore, His Majesty, by virtue and in exercise of the powers 

the erecited Act in His Majesty vested, is pleased, by and 
with the advice of His Most Honourable Privy Counc, to order, and 
it is hereby ordered, as follows i 


“3,07! 


woe 


Possession of 


Ales 


The Colonial Probates Act, 1892, shall app'y to the British 
Possession ‘hereunder mentioned: 
The Colony of the Bermudas or Somers Islands 
And t Right Honourable Viscount Milner, one of His Majesty’s 
Principal Secretaries of State, is to give the necessary directions herein 
accord nals 
8th May [Gazefte, 9th May 


PEMBROKESHIRE COUNTY COURT 
Whereas it is enacted by the County Courts Act, 1888, that it shall 


be lawful for His Majesty, by Order in Council, from time to time 
to order, amongst other things, the consolidation of any two or more 
Districts, and to order by what Name, and in what Towns and Places, 


@ Court shall be held in any District ; 


Now, therefore, His Majesty is pleased, by and with the advice of 
His Privy Council, to order, and it is hereby ordered, that the District 
of the County Court of Pembrokshire held at Pembroke Dock and 


Narberth, and the District of the C yunty Court of Pembrokeshire held 
at Haverfordwest, shall be consolidated under the name of the County 
Court of Pembrokeshire held at Pembroke Dock Narberth and Haver- 
fordwest, and a Court shall be held in that District at Pembroke Dock, 
Narberth and Haverfordwest 

This Order shall have effect as from the Ist dav of July, 1919. 

30th M ty [Gaz th ey Mth May. 





THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT 
FORGET THE CLAIMS OF THE MIDDLESEX HospPITAt, 
WHICH IS URGENTLY IN NEED OF FUNDS FoR ITs HUMANE Work. 





War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The London Gazette of Wth May contains the following, in addition 
to matters printed below :— 

1. Two Orders in Council, dated Wth May, applying to the Isle of 
Man—(a) the Increase of Rent, &c., Act, 1919, with modifications; 
and (b) the Naval, Military, and Air Force Act, 1919. 

2. An Order in Council, dated 3th May, further amending the 
Exportation Prohibition Proclamation of 10th May, 1917, made under 
section 8 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1879, and sectton 1 
of the Exportation of Arms Act, 1900, and section 1 of the Customs 
(Exportation Prohibition) Act, 1914. Certain headings are deleted, 
and changes made as regards the exportation of fish and silver bullion 
and coin. 

The London Gazette of 3rd June contains the following : 

3° A further notice that licences under the Non-Ferrous Metal 
Industry Act, 1918, have been granted to certain companies, firms, 
and individuals. The present list contains nine names. 

4. Notices under the Corn Production Act, 1917, by the 
tural Wages Board (England and Wales), as follows :— 

Proposal to vary the minimum and overtime rates of wages at 
present in force for female workers of eighteen years of age and 
over throughout England and Wales. 

Order varying the definition of overtime employment in Cumber- 
land and Westmorland and the Furness district of Lancashire 


Agrical- 


Orders in Council. 
NEW DEFENCE OF THE REALM REGULATIONS 
(Pecitals.] 

It’ is hereby ordered that the following amendments be made in the 

Defence of the Realm Regulations : 
The Powers of the 

1. In Regulation 23 (1) after the word “ performance *’ there shall 
be inserted the words ‘‘ by any other government department by 
arrangement with such department or.’’ 

Licences for Establishing New Retail Businesses 

2. In Regulation 84 the expression ‘‘ Minister of Labour be 
substituted for the expression ‘‘ Director-General of National Service” 
that expression occurs 

Control of Lights. 

3. In Regulation 11, the following words in the fourth paragraph 
shall be omitted :—‘‘ The powers conferred by this Regulation shall 
be in addition to and not in derogation of the powers conferred om 
the competent naval or military authority by Regulation 12 and 

Mth May. (Gazette, Wth May. 


Food Contrédler. 


? sha 


wherever 





THE ALIENS RESTRICTION ORDER. 


Whereas by the Aliens Restriction Order (hereinafter referred to as 
the Principal Order) His Majesty, in exercise of the powers conferred 
upon Him by the Aliens Restriction Act, 1914, has been pleased to 
impose restrictions upon aliens and to make various provisions for 
carrying those restrictions into effect : 

Afd whereas it is now desirable to abolish certain distinctions that 
were made by the said Order with respect to Belgian reiugees, and 
to, treat Belgians in all respects in the same manner as other alien 
friends : 

Now, therefore, &c., it is hereby ordered, as follows :— 

1. The following amendments shall be made in the Principal Order :— 

(1) In Article 19 the words ‘ First Part of the’’ in sub-section 
(1) (a) shall be omitted; and the following sub-section shal! be 
substituted for sub-section (6) : 

‘* (6) Where an alien has, before the thirty-first day of 
nineteen hundred and nineteen, been registered in accordance 
the provisions applicable before that date to the registration of 
Belgian refugees, he shall, if he resides within the Metropolitan 
Police District or in the City of London, furnish before the 
thirtieth day of June, nineteen hundred and nineteen, to’ the 
registration officer mentioned in Article 20 the particulars required 
by paragraph (1) (a) of this article; but if he resides elsewhere it 
shall not be necessary for him to be again registered under this 
article, provided that he complies with paragraphs (1) (4) and 
(c) thereof.” 

(2) In Article 20 (1), the words ‘ subject to the special pro- 
visions of Article 20p of this Order as to the registration officer for 
the registration of Belgian Refugees *’ shall be omitted. 


(3) In Article 20a, sub-section (5) shall be omitted, and, sub- 
section (6) shall accordingly be renumbered ‘‘(5).”’ 

(4) Articles 208, 20c and 20p shall be omitted. 

(5) In Article 31, the third paragraph shall be omitted 

(6) In the Fourth Schedule the words Part I.”’ shall be 
omitted, and the whole of Part II. of the said Schedule shal! be 


omitted 
2. This Order shall have effect as from the 31st day of May, nine- 
teen hundred and nineteen. 


th May. LGazette, Wth May. 
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Board of Trade Orders. 
GENERAL LICENCE. 


Exrorts or Girts or Foopsturrs, Cioruine, &c., ro Enemy CountTRIEgEs. 


The Board of Trade, on behalf of His Majesty, and in pursuance of 
the powers reserved in the Trading with the Enemy Proclamations and 
all other powers thereunto them enabling, do hereby give and grant 
licence to all persons residing, carrying on business or being in the 
United Kingdom to supply through the Emergency Committee for the 
Assistance of Germans, Austrians and Hungarians in Distress, of 27, 
Chancery-lane, London, W.C.2, te a person in an enemy country, parcels 
o? foodstuffs, clothing, and materials and articles for mending clothing, 
provided that such parcels are supplied by way of gift, and that no 
parcel exceeds eleven pounds (11 lb.) in weight. 

28th May. (Gazette, Mth May. 
(The following notice has been issued :— 

All persons desirous of sending such gifts to particular persons in 
enemy countries should apply to the hon. treasurer of the above com 
mittee for information. 

The parcels will be standardized, and may consist of :— 


Two 1 Ib. tins condensed milk. 
Two pounds combined weight of any of the following :—Ham ; 


tinned meat or fish, except salmon; dried eggs; soup squares; pre- 
pared foods. 


Two pounds combined weight of any of the following :—Oatmeal ; 


dripping ; butter; nut-butter; suet. 


Two pounds combined weight of any of the following :—Oatmeal ; 


led oats ; maize ; semolina ; cornflour ; groats ; haricots ; lentils. 


Two pounds combined weight of teu, coffee, and cocoa. 

One pound soap. 

One packet of needles, two reels of cotton or silk, one card mending 
Two pounds confectionery. ‘ 

Clothing or underwear for personal use only.) 





Ministry of Munitions Orders, 
THE FLAX (IRISH CROP) ORDER, 1919. 


Whereas the Board of Trade have requested the Minister of Munitions 
to exercise on behalf of the Board of Trade certain powers in respect o 
Flax: 

*Now therefore the Minister of Munitions, in exercise of the powers 
conferred upon him by the Defence of the Realm Regulations and all 
other powers thereunto enabling him, hereby gives notice and orders as 
follows :— 


(1) He hereby takes possession on behalf of the Board of Trade 
as from the 1st July, 1919, of all Flax of 1919 crop grown in Ireland 
as and when harvested. ‘ 

(2) The Flax of which possession is hereby taken under paragraph 
1 will be divided under the direction of the Board of Trade into six 
grades according to its quality, handling and cleaning, and the fol- 
lowing (prices will be paid therefor :— 

First Grade, 35s. per stone, delivered at the appointed Centre. 
Second Grade, 33s. per stone, delivered at the appointed Centre. 
Third Grade, 51s. per stone, delivered at the appointed Centre. 
Fourth Grade, 29s. per stone, delivered at the appointed Centre 
Fifth Grade, 27s. per stone, delivered at the appointed Centre. 
Sixth Grade, 25s. per stone, delivered at the appointed Centre. 
Flax which is inferior in quality to that of the sixth grade here- 
inbefore mentioned will be taken over ond paid for according to its 
relative value. 

(7) All communications upon the subject of this Notice and Order 
should be made to the Administrator of the Flax Supplies Com- 
mittee, Whitehall Buildings, Ann-street, Belfast. 

(8) This Order may be cited as the Flax (Irish Crop) Order, 1919. 


23rd May. (Gazette, 23rd May. 


———. 


THE MACHINE TOOL, WOOD-WORKING MACHINERY AND 


th 


TREADLE LATHES (SUSPENSION) ORDER, 1919. 


With reference to the following Orders made by the Minister of 
Munitions, nameiy :— 


® 


The Machine Tool and Power Machinery Order, 1916, dated the 
2th August, 1916. 
ma Wood-Working Machinery Order, 1917, dated the 5th June, 


The Treadle Lathes Order, 1918, dated the 15th April, 1918, 
Minister of Munitions hereby orders as follows :— 

(1) The operation of the said Orders is hereby suspended on and 
after the 23rd May, 1919, until further notice. ~ 

(2) Such suspension shall not affect the previous operation of the 
said Orders or any of them or the vali ity of any action taken 
thereunder or the liability to any penalty or punishment in respect 
of any contravention or failure to comp y with the said Orders or 
any of them prior to such suspension or any proceeding or remedy 
in respect of such penalty or punishment. ; 

(3) This Order may be cited as The Machine Tool, Wood-Working 
Machinery and Treadle Lathes (Suspension) Order, 1919 


23rd May. (Gazette, 23rd May. 








ROYAL EXCHANGE 
ASSURANCE. 


INCORPORATED A.D. 1720. 


FIRE, LIFE, SEA, PLATE GLASS, THE CORPORATION WILL ACT 


| 
ACCIDENT, BURGLARY, LIVE we . ' : 
STOCK, EMPLOYERS LIABILITY, | AS TRUoTEE OF WILLS AND 
ANNUITIES, THIRD PARTY, | serrLEMENTS, EXECUTOR 
MOTOR CAR, LIFT, BOILER, | 
FIVELITY GUARANTEES. OF WILLS 


Apply for full particulars of all classes of Insurance to the Secretary— 


HEAD Orrick ; ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C, 3, 
Law Courts Brancn: 29 & 30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C,1 











FLAX SBED (CONTROL) NOTICE. 
In pursuance of the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations, the Minister of Munitions hereby gives notice that 
the Imported Flax Seed (Control) Notice, 1918, is cancelled as from the 


date hereof. 
25rd May. (Gazette, 23rd May 


THE ACIDS AND FERTILIZERS (SUSPENSION) ORDER, 1919. 
The Minister of Munitions hereby orders as follows 
1. As and on from the Ist June, 1919, until further notice, the 
operations of the several orders heretofore made by the Minister 
of Munitions, the dates and short titles of which are specified in 
the first two columns of the schedule hereto, controlling the 
materials or articles specified in the third colamn of the same 
schedule is hereby suspended, but such suspension shall not affect 
the previous operation of any of the said Orders nor the validity 
of any action taken under any of the same, nor the liability to any 
penalty or punishment in respect of any contravention of or failure 
to comply with any of such Orders prior to this suspension nor any 
proceeding or remedy in respect of any such penalty or punishment, 
2. This Order may be cited as *‘ The Acids and Fertilisers (Sus- 
pension) Order, 1919.’ 
th May 
SCHEDULE. 





Date of Order. | Short Title. Materials or Articles 
controlled. 


30th April, 1918 | Fertiliser Prices Order 1918 Superphosphate, Sul- 
phate of Ammunia 
and Ground Basic 


Slag. 
4th June, 1918 ... | Compound Fertiliser Order 
1918 .. Compound Fertilisers, 
29th May, 1917... Sulphurie Acid Order 19:7 | Selgherle Acid. 
10th May, 1918... | Sulphurig Acid (Amend 
ment of Prices) Order 
1918 vile éen oa Do. 
8th November, | Sulphuric Acid (Amend- | 
1918 ment of Prices) No. 2 | 
Order 1918 es = Do. 


- Gazette, Mth May. 
THE MICA CONTROL (SUSPENSION) ORDER, 1919 
In reference to the following Order made by the Minister of Munl- 
tions, namely : 
The Mica Control Order, 1918, dated the 15th April, 1918, 
the Minister of Munitions hereby orders as follows : 
(1) The operation of the said Order is hereby suspended on and 
after the 30th day of May, 1919, until further notice 
(2) Such suspension shall not affect the previous operation of the 
said Order or the validity of any action taken thereunder or the 
liability to any penalty or punishment in respect of any contraven. 
tion or failure to comply with the said Order prior to such sus- 
pension or any proceeding or remedy in respect of such penalty or 
punishment 
(3) This Order may be cited as ‘‘ The Mica Control (Suspension) 
Order, 1919.”’ 
Mth May. (Gazette, Wth May. 





Board of Agriculture Order. 

CORN PRODUCTION ACTS, 1917-1918 
The Board of Agriculture and Fisheries hereby give notice that they 
propose, after the expiration of 40 days from the date of this Notice, to 
make Regulations under the above Acts as to the period before the 
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expiration of which claims for compensation recoverable under the above- 
mentioned Acts shall be made 
Draft Regulations made by the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries under 
the Corn Production Act, 1917, with respect to claims under Part 
IV. of that Act as amended by the Corn Production (Amendment 
Act, 1918 
1. (1) A claim by any person interested in any land for loss suffered 
by him by reason of: the exercise in relation to such land by or on 
behalf of the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries of any of the powers 
under the Defence of the Realm Regulations exercisable by the Board 
with a view to maintaining the food supply of the country with respect to 
matters dealt with in Part IV. of the Corn Production Act, 1917, shall, 
hereinafter provided, be made not later than one year afte 


except 

the date of the exercise of the powers or, Where such period has expired 
or shall expire on or before the thirty-first day of July, 1919, then not 
later than such date; provided that any claim by an owner or other 
person interested in any land of which some other person was in occu 
pation at the date when the powers were exercised may be made not later 


than two months after such occupation ceased 
2) This Regulafion shall not apply to any loss suffered by reason of 
possession having been taken of land by the Board or on their behalf. 

A claim by any person interested im any land for loss suffered by him 
by reason of Pot session of the land having been taken by the Board or 
on their behalf under the powers referred to in the preceding Regulation 
shall be made not later than one vear after the date when such possession 
terminates, or where such. possession is continued under the Defence of 
the Realm (Acquisition of Land) Act, 1916, then after the date when such 
continued possession terminates; pro’ ded that where such period has 
expired or shall expire on or before the thirty-first day of July, 1919, 
the claim shall be made not later than such date 

frazette, 23rd May 


Agricultural Wages Board Order. 
CORN PRODUCTION ACT, 1917. 

Ornpgr VARYING THE Minimum Rates oF WAGES AT PRESENT IN Force 
vor Mate Workers or 18 Years oy AcE any Over THROUGHOUT 
ENGLAND AND WALES 

The Agricultural Wages Board (England and Wales 


above Act, that they have made the follow- 


hereby give 


notice, as required ‘by the 
ing Order : 

1, The wages payable for employment in agriculture in 
described in column 1 of the Schedule to this Order of male workmen 
of the respective classes and ages menti yned in columns 2 and 3 of that 
Schedule shall be not less than wages at the respective rates specified 
in column 4 of that Schedule for the hours specified in column 5 
thereol 

2. Provided that where a whole+time workman is employed by the 
week or any longer period, the wages payable to him for the hours 
ot work agreed between him and the employer in any week (excluding 
hours of overtime employment) shall be not less than the amount 
specified in column 4 of the said Schedule, and applicable to that work 
uian, notwithstanding that those hours are less than the hours specified 


each area 


in c@umn 5 and applicable to him 

3. The differential rates for overteme 
described in column 1 of the Schedule hereto of male workmen of the 
respective classes and ages mentioned in columns 2 and 3 of that 
Schedule shall be the rates spec ified in columa 6 thereof 

4. For the purpose of the above rates overtime employment shall 
ireas and of workmen of each 


employment in each area 


mean (a) in the case of each of the said 
employment as is described in 


of the said classes and ages such 
the said 


column 7 of the Schedule to this Order ; (b) in the case of al 
areas and workmen of all the said classes and ages all employment in 
excess of 64 hours on a Saturday or on such other day (not being Sunday) 
in every week as may be agreed between the employer and the work- 
man except time spent on such day ‘by Horsemen, Cowmen, Shepherds, 
Teammen and other classes of Stockmen in connection with the feeding 
and cleaning of stock 

5. In the said Schedule the expression “employment in summer’ 
shall mean employment during the period commencing on the first 
Monday in March and ending on the last Sunday in October, and the 
expression ‘‘employment in winter’’ shall mean employment during 
the rest of the year, except as respects stockmen, horsemen and shep- 
herds (other than Moorland pe = ot shepherding Jay sheep and cattle) 
in the area comprising the administrative county of Derby and the 


county borough of Derby, in which case “summer’”’ shall mean the 


ponies commencing on the first Monday in May and terminating on the 
) ) g | 


ast Sunday in September 

6. For the purpose of the above rates the hours of work shall not 
include meal times, ‘but shall include any time during which, by reason 
of weather conditions, an employer has prevented from working a 
workman who was present at the place of employment and ready to work 

7. This Order shal! apply to al] male workmen of the age of 18 years 
und upwards who are wholly or partly employed in agriculture within 
the meaning of Section 17 (1) of the Corn Production Act, 1917, in any 
area described in the Schedule to this Order during such time as they 
are so employed. 

8. This Order shal] come into operation on the 19th day of May, 1919. 


9. From and after the date on which this Order comes into operation 
the Orders heretofore made by the Agricultural Wages Board and fixing 





minimum or overtime rates of wages or defining overtime employment 
shall be varied or cancelled so far as may 'be necessary to give effect to 
this Order. 

[The Schedule fills eleven pages of the Gazette.} 


16th May. LGazette, 16th May. 


Liquor Control Board Order, 
REPEAL OF “TREATING PROHIBITION.” 


We, the Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic) in pursuance of the 
powers conferred upon us by the Acts and Regulations relating to the 
Defence of the Realm hereby make the following Order :— 

1. This Order shall apply to all areas to which the Defence of 
the Realm (Liquor Control) Regulations, 1915, have been applied 
2. The article entitled “ Treating prohibited ’’ in each of the 

Orders of the Board now in force in the said areas is hereby 

revoked and shall cease to have effect. ’ 
5rd June 


(Gazette, 3rd June 


Food Orders. 
THE SEEDS, NUTS, KERN®BLS, OILS AND FATS (MAXIMUM 
PRICES) ORDER, 1919. 
General Licence. 

On and after the 5th May, 1919, Seeds, Nuts, Kernels, Oils or Fats, for 
the time being outside ithe United Kingdom, may be bought, sold or 
dealt in free from the restrictions imposed by the above Order [S. R. 
& O., No. 509 af 1919). 

Sth May. 





THE HORSEPLESH MAXIMUM PRICES ORDER, 1918. 
Notice of Revocation. 

The Food Controller hereby revokes from the 12th May, 1919, the 
Horsefleseh Maximum Prices Order, 1918 LS. R. & O., No. 1584 of 1918), 
but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect of any contravention 
thereof 


8th May. 








THE HOSPITAL FOR SICK CHILDREN, 
GREAT ORMOND STREET, LONDON, W.C. 1. 


The 


CHILDREN OF TO-DAY 


are the 


CITIZENS OF TO-MORROW. 


HE need for greater effort to counterbalance 
the drain of War upon the manhood of the 
Nation, by saving infant life for the future welfare of 
the British Empire, compels the Committee of The 
Hospital for Sick Children, Great Ormond-street, 
me W.C. 1, to plead most earnestly for increased 
support for the National work this Hospital is 








performing in the preservation of child life. 

The children of the Nation can truthfully be said 
to be the greatest asset the Kingdom possesses, yet 
the mortality among babies is still appalling, while 
the birthrate is slowly but surely declining. 


Fok over 60 years this Hospital has been the 


means of saving or restoring the lives and 
health of hundreds of thousands of Children, and 
of instructing Mothers in the knowledge of looking 
after their children. 

£5,000 has to be raised immediately 

to keep the Hospital out of debt. 


Forms of Gift by Will to this Hospital can be 


obtained on application te— 
JAMES McKAY, Acting Secretary. 
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—oooooq—— 
THE BEER (PRICES AND DESCRIPTION) ORDER, 1919. 
Amendment. 

In exercise of the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations and of al] other powers enabling him in that behalf, 
the Food Controller hereby orders that the Beer (Prices and Desorip- 
tion) Order, 1919 LS. R. & O., No. 103 of 1919) (hereinafter called the 
Principal Order), shall as from the 12th May, 1919, be amended as 
follows :— 

1. The following paragraph shall be added to Clause 2 of the Prin- 
cipal Order :— 

“A person shall not in any part of any licensed premises. sell 
or offer to sell otherwise than by imperial measure any beer of 
any class (other than bottled beer) or any beverage containing any 
such beer unless at the time of such sale or offer for sale he is 


ready and willing to sell by imperial measure or by some multiple | 


part thereof beer of such class at the same time in the same part 
of such licensed premises at a price not exceeding the maximum 
price applicable under this Order.”’ 

2. Copies of the Principal Order hereafter to be printed under the 
authority of His Majesty’s Stationery Office shall be printed with 
the amendment provided for by this Order, and the Principal Order 
shall on and after the 12th May, 1919, be read and take effect as 
amended, 

9th May. 





THE FOREIGN HOLDINGS (RETURNS) ORDER, 1918. 
Revocation. 

The Food Controller hereby revokes as from the 12th May, 1919, the 
Foreign Holdings (Returns) Order, 1918, as amended (S. R. & O., No. 
293 & 492 of 1918), but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect 
of any contravention thereof, 

10th May. 





THE CANNED SALMON (RETURNS) ORDER, 1918. 
Revocation. 

The Food Controller hereby revokes as from the 13th May, 1919, the 
Canned Salmon (Returns) Order, 1918 LS. R. & O., No. 644 of 1918), 
but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect of any contraven- 
tion thereof. 

13th May. 





THE SUGAR (CONFECTIONERY) ORDER, 1917. 
Re vocation. 

The Food Controller hereby revokes as from the lst June, 1919, the 
Sugar (Confectionery) Order, 1917 [S. R. & O., No. 65 of 1917), but 
without prejudice to any proceedings in respect of any contravention 
thereof. 

13th May. 





THE OATS PRODUCTS (RETAIL PRICES) ORDER, 1918. 
General Licence 
On and after the 19th May, 1919, until further motice, oat flour, oat- 
meal, rolled oats, flaked oats, and other like products of oate may be 
sold or offered or exposed for sale or bought, free from the restrictions 
imposed by the above Order US. R. & O., No. 210 of 1918). 
15th May. 





THE BREWERS’ SUGAR ORDER, 1917. 
Revocation. 

The Food Controller hereby revokes as from the 15th May, 1919, the 
Brewers’ Sugar Order, 1917 [S. R. & O., No. 90 of 1917), but without 
g7y to any proceedings in respect of any contravention thereof. 

o May. 


The following Food Orders have a's> been issued :— 

The British Cheese Order, 1917.—Notice of maximum first-hand 
prices in reapect of the varieties of cheese set out in the Schedule 
8th May. 

Pg Use of Milk (Licensing) Order, 1918: General Licence. 9th 

y. 

The Grain (Prices) Order, 1918: General Licerice. 10th May. 
The British Cheese Order, 1917.—Notice of maximum first-hand 
rices in respect of the varieties of cheese set out in the Schedule. 


2th May, 1919, 








Reference is made in a report of the Public Control Committee, sub 
mitted to the London County Council on Wednesday, to the death of 
Mr. C. Luxmoore Drew, coroner for West London. The committee say 
they have had an application from Mr. H. R. Oswald, coroner for the 
South-Eastern district, for transfer to the Western district, and that 
having regard to Mr. Oswald's qualifications and experience, they are 
of opinion that his application should be acceded to. Mr. Ingleby 
Oddie, coroner for the Westminster and South-Western districts, has 
appointed Mr. F. Danford Thomas, barrister-at-law, as his deputy, in 
the place of Mr. Peter Byrne. 


Age not less For each £100 of Purchase Money. 
om | Females. Males, 
toe ae meinen 
60 £8 10 6 £9 910 
65 918 6 ll 210 
70 11 39 10 | 13 8 6 


NEW ANNUITY RATES. 


The attention of Solicitors is called to the newly 
revised and highly favourable rates for Annuities 
now offered by the CENTURY. 

Correspondence Invited. 


SPECIMEN RATES. ANNUITY PAYABLE HALF-YEARLY. 














‘** A strong, well-managed concern.” — Financial Times. 

**One of the most conspicuously prosperous Offices of the present 
generation.”—Jnsurance News. 

**One of the best-managed Insurance Companies in Great Britain,”— 
Impressions. 

‘Originality and enterprise have marked the operations of the 
CENTURY throughout its career.’—Post Magazine. 


CENTURY 


INSURANCE COMPANY LIMITED. 


London Office: 27, Queen Victoria Street, E.C. 4, 
HEAD OFFICE: 18, CHARLOTTE SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 





Societies. 
The Law Society. 


NOTICE. 

The annual general meeting of the members of the Law Society will 
b2 held in the nall of the society on Friday, the 11th day of July next, 
at 2 p.m P 

The following are the names of the members of che Council retiring 
by rotation :— 


Mr, Botterell, 4 Mr. Martineau. 
Mr. Coley Mr, Peck. 

Sir H. Orawford Mr. Phillpotts 

Mr. Garrett, Mr. Samson 

Mr. Gregory. Sir Richard Taylor. 


So far as is known they will be nominated for re-election 
There are three other vacancies cauagd by the retirement of Mr. 
Davenport and Mr. W. M. Walters and the vacation of office by Mr. 
Spencer. 
By Order, 
E. R. Coox, Secretary. 
Law Society's Hall, 5th June, 1919 


——— 


Union Society of London. 


SESSION 1918-1919, 

The twenty-sixth meeting of the society was held in the Middle 
Temple Common Room on Wednesday, 28th May, 1919, at 8 p.m. The 
subject for debate was: “ That in the opinion of this house the system 
of trial by courts-martial composed entirely of officers is unsatisfactory, 
and that they should be replacedd by courts which would be mainly 
composed of members of the legal profession.’’ Opener, Mr. Hurle 
Hobbs ; opposer, Mr. Edmunds. The motion was lost 

A joint debate was held with the Hardwicke Society in the Middle 
Temple Common Room on Wednesday, 4th June, at 8 p.m. The presi- 
dent of the Union, Mr. Stranger, was in the chair. The subject for 
debate was: “ That the Peace terms put forward by the Allies are un- 
Opener, Mr. L. Morgan May (president 


necessarily harah to Germany 
Safford (the Union 


of the Hardwicke Society); opposer, Mr. A. 





Society). The motion was lost by one vote. 








June 7, 1919 
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The Maw Vice-Chancellor of 
Lancaster. 


A large and representative gathering, probably the largest in living 
memory, of members of the Bar and members of the local law society 
Welcomed the new Vice-Chancellor of the Lancashire Chancery Court 
at his first sitting, on Tuesday, 27th May, in St. George's Hall, 
Liverpool. The size of the attendance testified to the high regard in 
which the Vice-Chancellor is held, and to the anticipations of the main 
tenance and, in fact, advancement of the prestige of the court 

Mr. Whitty, on behalf of the members of the Bar practising in the 
Palatine Court, expressed the extreme pleasure and gratification at 
seeing his hofour in the position he now occupied as Vice-Chancellor 
and judge of that court. Most of them had been intimately associatea 
with Mr. Lawrence in his career at the Bar. They felt certain that his 
honour was possessed of those qualities which would make the adminis- 
tration of justice in that court a credit to the County Palatine. In a 
It was only seven short years since 
since 


way that appointment was unique 
Mr. Lawrence was doing his work on the benches in a stuff gown. 
then he had been appointed one of His Majesty's Counsel, succeeded 
to the position of Registrar, and now he became Vice-Chancellor 
Another way in which the appointment was unique, he (Mr. Whitty) 
thought, was that it formed a precedent in which a Registrar had 
become a Vice-Chancellor, The appointment was not given for political 
service, but for the possession of those sound qualities as a lawyer, and 
experience which would lead to the discharge of the duties in the most 
efficient way 

Mr. Finlay Dun, president of the Liverpool Law Society, on behalf 
of the solicitors, said they had known Mr. Lawrence intimately, both 
as @ counsel practising in Liverpool, as Registrar, and as deputy of the 
Chancellor, and they had the utmost confidence in his legal knowledge 
and sound judgment . 

Ald. A. 8. Mather, who practised in the court for over fifty years, 
and had now retired, also added his felicitations, and expressed the 
belief that the volume of business at the court would increase when 
they had a Vice-Chancellor who resided within easy distance of Liver 
pool and Manchester, and under whom the sittings of the court would 
be regular 

Vice-Chancellor Lawrence, in acknowledging the good wishes ex 
pressed and the kindly welcome extended, said they would be a great 
encouragement and assistance to him. Their expressions of confidence 
would be a great help to him, and he appreciated them in a way he 
could not do had he come amongst them as a stranger. He appreciated 
their kind words, and he hoped he would deserve about 10 per cent. 
of them. 


The Royal Commission on Awards 
to Inventors, 


The powers and functions of the Royal Commission on Awards to 
Inventors are described by Mr. Baldwin in a written answer to Sir 
Clement Kinloch-Cooke 


Primarily the Commission, acting under section 29 of the Patents 
Act, 1907, will decide what awards are to be made to patentees for 





the use by Government Departments of their patents. In these cases | 


the patentee has a statutory mght to have his remuneration settled by 
the ‘Treasury, and the Commission has been substituted for the Treasury 
(subject to the assent of the patentee) for administrative convenience 
Beyond this strict statutory right, awards have been made as an 
act of grace to persons whose inventions, designs, drawings, or pro 
cesses have been used by Government Departments, although in strict 
law there is no monopoly enforceable against the Crown, and there 
is no legal right to any payment. Such awards are made only in cases 
of exceptional merit, and they are in general much smaller than the 
payments made in cases where there is a statutory right. This heading 
includes the cases of all persons employed by Government Departments 
who are swhject by the rules of their service or otherwise to terms which 
debar them from taking out patents on their own account, or entitle 
the Government to the benefit of any inventions they may make. Three 
conditions are necessary to qualify a claimant for remuneration under 
this heading. A mere general suggestion is not enough; there must 
have ibeen a reduction of the suggestion to a definite workab'e form, 
which was put into practice substantially, though not necessarily in 
every detail. A mere suggestion that nete might be used against sub 
marines, or aerial nets against aeroplanes, would obviously not of itself 
be enough. In the next place, the user of the invention by the Govern 
ment Department must be due to the inventor. If inventor A, com 
municated his inyention to a Department and caused it to be used 
first, a subsequent inventor B. of substantially the same invention 
could have no claim to remuneration. Thirdly, the invention must 
be one of exceptional utility before a grant of public money can be 
aanctioned, apart from any legal obligation. The whole subject-matter, 


gays Mr. Baldwin, must obviously be regarded from a very broad, 
though sympathetic standpoint, and it would be most inadvisable to 
attempt to fetter the discretion of the Commission in any way. 

The Commission will not determine the ownership of any invention 
as between rival claimants; its only duty is to decide whether an in- 












VALUATIONS 


CARRINGTON &Co. 
Court Jewellers. 
130, REGENT STREET, 
LONDON, W.1. 
are prepared to undertake 
Valuations for Probate, 
Insurance « Family Division. 


EXPERTS WILL BE SENT 
ANY DISTANCE. 


Dahrattons are apeditrously 
made, charges striclly moderale 
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‘ ms. 
ventor has or has not a claim to be rewarded by the Crown. Rival 


claims will be heard successively 

The sittings of the Commission will be public, unless it is thought 
that for the safety of the realm any particular invention should be 
kept secret. The address of the Commission is 2, Queen Anne’s Gate- 
buildings, Westminster, 8S.W. 1. 





Exemption from Payment of Local 
Rates. 


His Honour Judge Tobin, K.C., at the Westminster County Court 
on the 28th ult., says the Z'imes, delivered a considered judgment in the 
rating case, Crown Estate Paving Commissioners v. the Royal Academy 


lof Musi 


He said that the defendants (a duly incorporated society) occupied pre- 


| mises at York-gate, Marylebone-road, and these formed part of the 


| Scientific Societias Act, 1843, which, so far as was material, enacted 


Crown property. The plaintiffs had power to levy rates on the occu- 
piers of certain Crown property to raise the cost of paving, lighting, and 
generally regulating such property. The plaintiffs claimed from the 
defendants, as such occupiers, payment of the 1918 rates for paving 
repairs to roads, cleaning, lighting, watering, and regulating roads, and 
repairing mains. Until 1918 the defendants had paid the rates, but 
they were now minded to contest their liability to do so, contending 


that they were exempt from the payment of these rates by reason of the 


fir rex 
that no person should be liable to pay any county, borough, parochial, 


or other local rates in respect of any land, houses, or buildings belonging 
to any society instituted for purposes of scienge, literature, or the fine 
arts exclusively, provided that such society should be supported wholly 
or in part by annual voluntary contributions. The Royal Academy of 
Music was founded in 1822, and it was conceded by the plaintiffs that : 
1) It was instituted for the purposes of the fine arts exclusively ; (2) 
it was a society that complied with all the requirements which tlie 
Act of 1843 demanded as a condition of exemption; (3) the rates in 
question were loca! rates within the meaning of the AZt ; and 4) the 
and and buildings in question were occupied by the Royal Academy 
of (Music for the transaction of its business and for carrying into effect 
its purposes, 

Nevertheless, the plaintiff contended that the Act of 1843 did not 
bind the Orown, and that, consequentiy, the defendants were liable to 
pay these rates. lt was a well-established rule in the construction of 
Acts of Parliament that the Crown was not bound by statute, except 
by express words, or by necessary implication. On the other bend, 
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judges of great learning had indicated an opinion, though no judge had Changes in Partnerships. 


express! y decided, that when a particu'ar Act was for the furtherance 
of religion, or the advancement. of learning, the Crown might be bound Dissolutions 
by such ‘Act For, as Lord Coke said, in the quaint and courteous a . : 
language of the day, “ reli gion, justice and truth are the sure supporters Cuartes Murray Witktns and Toomas WittiamM Tuacker, solicitors 
of the crowns and diadema of kings.”’ Robinson, Wilkins, & Thacker), 58, Russell-square, London. May 8. 

The question he had to decide was whether the Crown was bound | Such business will be carried on in future by the said Charles Murray 
by the 'Scientific Societies Act, 1843. It was important, in the interest Wilkins [Garette, May 30 
of science and of the fine arts, that the Royal Academy of Musi Arrrep Howarp and Wirt James Veneer, solicitors (Howard & 
shoul@ be absolutely exempt from liability to pay those rates. That | Veneer), 10, Clifford’s-inn, London, E.C. May 16. The said business 
being so, he held that the Crown is bound by the Act, and that the | wij! in future be carried on by the said William James Veneer 
































Royal Academy of Music succeeded in its claim for exemption (Gazette, June 3. 
Judgment for the defendants was entered. — 
——SSSSSSoooo Business Changes. 
The Army Trustee. | s colialane to edie hot & tn een ak ee 
The War Office has issued a pamphlet on the constitution and powers EC. “a cone a R + “ Bane —e 5 Sts 1 P wR ae Loan 
of the Army Trustee, a non-profit-sharing corporation under the Com & The firm ‘, tlaphehe wemibes will be 1444 peo Wall (as 





panies Acts which is empowered to act as trustee and custodian of any 
money or securities which are the property of any of the forces 
The original three directors, nominated by the King, the Army Coun 
and the Master of the Rolls respectively, are Lord Harcourt | General. 
| 












General Sir Archibald Hunter, and Sir William Plender. The fou ° 

additional directors now appointed are Lord Weir, Sir John Simon, Judge Scully appeared at Weet Landon County Court on 3th May 

K.C., Major-General Sir Gerald Elhson, and Major R. L. Barc’ay. the distinctive robe assigned to county court judges. It was decided 
Transfer of funds to the Army Trustee relieves the transferors of a ist before the outbreak of war that county court judges shou!d, like 

further responsibility and trouble in connection with the property ) se of High Court, have some distinctive mark of their “office, and 
in be deposited for safe custody, while interest at an agreed rate on | it was agreed that 






this should take the form of a mauve calles and 













leposit may be arranged. No fees wil be charged on capital or interest | ulfs The robe, however, was not worn during the war 
Pane ys so deposi =~ : 1 1 ; tod In the House of Commons . Tuesday Mr. Broad asked the Prime 
roperty may also be made over to the rmy rustee a8 custodian | 7; om 4 ‘ | , . 
- nv) A . é p- nist whether, now that oil had been scovered at é ! 
in the form of cash for investment or securities This property the | , : r ’ _ dia as ‘ Hardatoft, in 
oie . 7 > , Derbyshire, it was the intention « the Government to take any and 
Army Trustee then holds at the disposal of those who have the lawfu what steps to s re that ¢ yroperty in t | ahould | ured to 
7 . V “at eps to secure mi Ue ™ t n ne or ahe ‘ ef 4 
mtrol of it, and will pay the income as directed and keep the invest . ; I ‘ os * 
in 4 . | the Crown Mr. Kellaway, Deputy Minister of Munitions, said The 
ments. This arrangement in no way ties up the capital, and the invest : . _ 
1 ; ' + ie. ; , jues raised by my hon. friend is receiving the careful consideration 
ments may be sold and the capita! withdrawn or re-transferred whenev« f \ : oo 4 
it required : of His Majesty's Government Per ws IT may be a lowed to add that 
s required, P 1 at Hardato/ } ; y) f ; 
a a . . P ‘ the la ard ft has re ec } of abo 400 ft i 1 
The Army Trustee can also be ppointed to act as trustee of a trus . dp la eignt f about 2,400 , amt is 
: , rising at a it the rate ft 440 ft 1 dav 







fund, Such appointment will obviate the expense and trouble of appoint. | 
ing new trustees. The terms of the deed creating the trust determine | In reply to Lieutenant-Colonel Aubrey Herbert, who asked the Par- 
whether the trustee administers the income or hands it over for adminis- | ‘i@mentary Secretary to the Board of Agri ulture to secure that when 







tration by duly constatuted authorities. The Army Trustee is empowered | id is sold the sitting tenant ill have the right of pre-emption, 
te urge fees to cover the expenses of administration j subject to a fair valuation, M Pi itt writes: “ The disturbance cause 

in | 1e event of the Army Trustee’s income exceeding expenditure, the | % tenants of agricultural h Idings by the sale of landed estates and its 
ourp us, after provision of reserves, will be devoted to the benefit of the | effect up food production is receiving the careful consideration of the 






rces, 





—____—— ——— My \ \I hell Palmer says the Daily New who is indicated aa 
Lhe et t ret of the bomb-throwers in Washington, succeeded Mr 


Field News. 


rregory as Attorney-General in Mr. Wilson’s Cabinet. His predeceasor 
Appointments. 












( 

bewan j tie Dey irtment of Justice a severe policy againat the Radical 
Press and anti-war organisations, and Mr. Palmer has continued it 
I 
I 





tefore entering the Cabinet, only this year he was Custodian of 














‘ ‘ 1 Vy ‘ | 1 \ ri 0 he a ne lé rat] +) a 4 > 
Sir Grimwoop MEars, barrister-at-law, has been appointed as Chief Prop y. mw — hi — d © the very large and 
Suitins of the ish Court ot Jadicatare ci Allahabed in saccemicn 4 mpucated task winding-up the German concerns in the United 
. , 4 : oT 
Sir H. E. Richards, retired Sir Grimwood Mears. who was called to | &* ites Mr Palmer has ser ed in ( ongress He is a Pennsylvania 
iwvyel! nd ame vber of the Soci by of Friends 





ve Bar at the Inner Temple in 1895, rendered many public services 
during the war. In 1914-15 he was engaged in collecting evidence of In the House of Comm 8 m Tuesday, replying 
{ vn 





to Lieutenant-Colonel 








German atrocities, and subsequently he was secretary to the Irish | Sir J. Norton Griffiths isked whether in the constitution of the 
Rebellion and Dardanelles Commissions. He went to the United States | League of Nations it was the intention of the Government that the 
with Lord Reading He was knighted in 1917 representation of the self-governing British Dominions would be as full 

The honour of knighthood has been conferred on Mr. Justice NorMAn | as that of the smaller sovereign nations, and whether a representative 
Cranstoun MACLEOD on appointment as Chief Justice of the Bombay | of the Dominions was eligible for appointment to the executive council, 
High Court. “ | Mr. Bonar Law said :—The answer to both parts of the question is in 
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the affirmative. As regards the second part, the Dominions will be 
eligible for appointment to the Council on exactly the same terms as 
the othe: 4 the League not permanently represented on it. 

In the mmons on Tuesday Mr, A. Chamberlain Chan 
cellor of the replying to Mr, Bottomley, said the approxi 
mate amount british citizens to Germany in respect of trade 
débts and bank nees at the outbreak of war, as recorded with the 
Custodian for England and Wales, was £14,000,000, exclusive of debts 
under £50. which had not been recorded with the Custodian. Of .this 
sum approxXium its 


made by the High O 
by the Oustodian 

what course would b 
on the final ter 
Member to Section X 


published in the Press 


members « 
House of ( 
Excl 


owing 


eq ue 
mh Lab 


} 


irt and the Board of Trade, and had been colected 
What would done with the sum collected and 
adopted in regard to the balance would depend 
Treaty of Peace, and the hon 
the Official Summary 


be 


ms of the 


referred 
which was recently 


he 


Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOOK COMPANIES 
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Marion Steamsair 
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Third Floor, Lennox House, Norfe 
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Thomas 
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Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Day or Ctam 
London Gazette.—Fripay. May 
Baxen, Cmant Freemax, M factu 
Spencer Mam 
Bakeweet, Annie, Up 
Thames Embankme 
Mary ANN, Queens! 
Serjeants'-inn, Tem] 
Jous, Br ton i i 
CHARLES Groner, Macon 
Gilbert & Rodgers W 
Barrwas, Right Hon. Ao U 
G. F. Hudson, Matthews ¢ 32 
BoOYtan, WitLtam Eexest, Wil! 
150, Fenchurch-st 
Baiees, Joux Groner, Bourne ith June 2% Tattersall & 
Boreaer, James, Teignmout? uly 1. Hut ngs & Ke 
Bvckiery Reetnatp RaMspew rie-at Holb« 
Bayly, 19, Devereux-<t., Strand 
Brwater, Groner Epwanp, Bradford 
Cmarmayx, THomas, Canterhur Jur 
Cuansizey, Rtervatp Burros 
Hay, 9, Lincoln's Inn-fiek 
Cuatrawary, Ettzanera, R ! 
st., Strand 
Cocks Ans Maria, K 
Hull 
Cocktxy, Jonny, Kinwetor 
Chambers, Hull 
Conway, Witttam, Halifax, 
Davies, Rose Hawnag, Birming 
Dick, Joun~ Aston, Carlisle, 
Son, Newcastle-upon- Tyne 
THomas Alrken, Cadog 
Lombard et 
Dickix, Taomas 
Wem 
DOWLING, 


LAST 


June 30 
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Norfolk 


James, 


Bau Goddard & C 
Baron 


Barron ad, We June 21 Rodgers, 


Ja roness me Hall, Norfolk. J 7 
Queen 


Chester 
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near June 3. J. Watson Stocker, 
Son, 
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Author 
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July 1. Kingsley 


July 1 has. H. J 
3. Hen elding, ( 
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(Charing Waters A 


wers & Merrick, 17, Easex 


nest Woodhouse & Chambers 


July 1 H. Woodhouse & 
Nurseryman 12. Barstow & Midglew Halifax 
July Enoch Evans & Son, Walsall! 

Insurance ecto July 10. Robert Brown & 
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Dick an-gdns henson, Harwood & Co., 31 


Arcurreiry Massy, Wem, Salo; June 3. Lueas, Salt & Glover, 

ELIZaBeTH Queensland 
& Co., 10, Berjeants’-inn, Temp) 

Dorie, Mary, 21a, Sloane-st. Jone 30 

DRONSFIELD, Samvet, Oldham, Ma 
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EDwarps, Dame Larna Settxa, Goldborne-rd., N 


Mary, Australia. June 30. Theodore Goddard 


Blount, Lynch & P 
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Harries Jones, 
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June 30. J. Arnatt, 31, John-st., 


rth Kensington, July 7. Walker 


£2.000.000 had become the subject of vesting orders | 





& Rowr, 14, Union-ct., Old Broad-st 


Eucts, Writtam Asmton, Rochester-row, Westminster, M.R.C.S., L.R.C.P. June 5 
Nishet, Drew & Loughborough, 23, Austin-friars. 

Evans, Moses, Bettws Cedewain, Montgomery, Farm Labourer. Richard 

E George, Newtown, N. Wales. 
Isapenta, Ware, Herts. June 30. Mareden, Burnett, Faithfull & Davy, 1! 
Henrietta et., Cavendish-sq. 5 
Geruine, Epwarp Lyttietonx, Bournemouth. 
mouth. 

Goopsrnrre, Frepericx Groree, 
Manchester 

Gormayx, Wiittam, Wigan, Detective Inspector. Jane 14. James C. Gibson, Wigan. 

Grariine, Haneter, Canterbury. June 26. Henry Fielding, Canterbury. 

Grey, Arracr, Scarsdale-villas, Kensington. June 28. Bellord & Co., 8, Water! 
pl., Pall Mall 

Haeoar, Josern Hates, Beckenham, 

Thavies-inn, Holborn-circus 

Hanpine, Cuaries, Park-crove, 

ford-row 

Harris, Grorer Goprner, Angyle-rd., 

Webb, 12, Bloomebury-sq 

HARRISON-SMITH, ACRORA Marr, 

Templ 
Horrosixn, Wittiam Henry, 
Taylor, Birmingham 
Horsmas, E.iza, Southampton. 
ampton 
Hvones, Caaries, Manchester, 
Hveues, Peren Davip, Manchester, 
of Lancaster Office, London 
Hetcninson, Constance Etiza ANN, 
Lousada, 16, Old Broad-st 
Hutton, Henry Francis, Wrexham. June 2 
James, James Atrrep, New Southgate. June 
Great Towerst. 

ALrrep, Eastbourne 
Inn 
Kriouiry, Witttam, Bradford 
LAVeRAcK, JOHN, Bradford. June 
Maxis, Groror, Heaton Mereey, 

Manchester. 
Wittiam Bexnert, Staverton. June &. Kellocks, 

Witttam, Bournemouth, Surgeon Dentist. July 1. 

9, Essex-st, Strand 
Mitcmeit, ALEXANDER, Soutlport, 
Southport 
Virenent, Winttam 

Mexborough 
Moors, Wiittam Caanies, Kenway-rd., 

2, New-ct., L Inn 
Mecienporrr, Marre Hetene L£onir 

Suffolk-st., Pall Mall East 

Nicwo.s, Srpwey Atsert, Liverpool-st 

horough-st 

Norra, Jonny, Manchester, Cloth Buyer. 
O'Manoxr, Jamurs, Colestown-st., Battersea Park-rd, Battersea 

Goddard & Co., 10, Serjeants’-inn, Temple 

Partersox, Fiorence, Dorchester. July 10. Charles Romer, 20, Bucklersbury 
Parnick, Etrzanera, Doncaster. July 8 Fred A. Jordan, Doncaster 
Pickenine, Jane, Millom, Cumberland. June 28. Thos. Butler & Son, Broughton- 

n- Furness 
Fitkrneton, EpiTa F.G 
lingham 
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Edward H 
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VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that al! 
Policy Holders should have a detailed valuation of their effects. Pro- 
perty is generally very inadequately insured, and in case of loss insurers 
suffer accordingly. DEBENHAM, STORR & SONS (LIMITED), 
26, King-street, Covent-garden, W.C. 2, the well-known valuers and 
chattel auctioneers (established over 100 years). have a staff of Expert 
Valuers, and will be glad to advise those desiring valuations for any 
purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, works of art, bric-A-brac, 4 
epeciality.—{Apvt.] 
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